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Abstract 
 
This thesis offers a new approach to the understanding of the recurrent crises of 
WKHSHULRGFWRFRYHULQJWKHILQDO\HDUVRI(GZDUG,,¶VWXUEXOHQW
reign, the deposition, and its repercussions into the period of the Regency and 
the first years of the majority rule of Edward III. This has been achieved 
WKURXJKDQDUFKLYHOHGVWXG\RIWKHDFFRXQWVRIWKHµFRPSODLQWDQGUHGUHVV¶
encompassed in the records of the Ancient Petitions presented to the Crown, 
held by The National Archives and designated as the SC 8 series. These records 
contain some of the most vivid contemporary and individual records of the 
OLYHVDQGFRQFHUQVRIWKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWVGXULQJWKLVWXUEXOHQWSHULRG7KLV
WKHVLVLOOXVWUDWHVWKDWWKHVHUHFRUGVFRQWDLQWKHJHQXLQHµYRLFH¶RIWKH
petitioners, and can be used to reveDOWKHLPSDFWRQWKRVHVHHNLQJWKHNLQJ¶V
justice during the recurring crises of this defining moment in late medieval 
English history.  
Although there has been much interest in the events leading to the 
deposition and death of Edward II, research to date has focused mainly on its 
effect on the noble members of society, their place in administrative and 
governmental history, and the workings of the judicial system.  In contrast, this 
study considers the nature of these complaints and requests in order to illustrate 
specific events. It places them in historical, social and political context to 
IXUWKHULOOXVWUDWH0LFKDHO3UHVWZLFK¶VDVVHUWLRQWKDWµSHUVRQDOLWLHVPDWWHUHG
PRUH>LQWKHIRXUWHHQWKFHQWXU\@WKDQDEVWUDFWSULQFLSOHVRIUHIRUP¶1 This fresh 
approach to the study of the petitions examines how the changing fortunes of 
Thomas 2nd earl of Lancaster, Hugh Despenser the younger, his father Hugh 
'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU(GZDUG,,¶VTXHHQ,VDEHOODDQGKHUSDUWQHU6LU5RJHU
Mortimer of Wigmore affected the lives of those seemingly unimportant people 
WKDWPDGHXSWKHPDMRULW\RIWKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWV 
                                                 
1
 M. Prestwich, The Three Edwards: War and State in England, 1272-1377, 2nd ed. 
(London, 2003), p. 100. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The turbulent period of 1320 to 1335, which made up the final years of Edward 
,,¶VDQGWKHHDUO\\HDUVRI(GZDUG,,,¶VUHLJQVKDVOHGWRDQLPSUHVVLYHILHOG
of research. The seminal works of nineteenth century historians, whose interest 
lay in the evolution of parliament, portrayed Edward II as neither a warrior 
NLQJQRUDODZPDNHUDQGPRUHGLVDVWURXVO\QRWµDPDQRIEXVLQHVV¶1 They 
described Edward III with equal disapproval, stating that he had been in danger 
RIHLWKHUµULV>LQJ@WRWKHGLJQLW\RIDW\UDQWRU>VLQNLQJ@WRWKHOHYHORID
YROXSWXDU\¶2 These censorious opinions were followed by a welter of research 
dedicated to further understand the reigns and the impact of arguably two of 
the most enigmatic kings of the later Middle Ages. The more recent biography 
RI(GZDUG,,E\6H\PRXU3KLOOLSVDVVHUWHGWKDWKHLQWHQGHGµWRUHKDELOLWDWH
[Edward II@WRVRPHGHJUHH¶3KLOOLSVZHQWRQWRGHVFULEHKLPDVEHLQJµWRR
DEOHWREHLJQRUHG¶EXWQHYHUWKHOHVV tempered this with the rider that he had 
µWRRPDQ\ZHDNQHVVHV«WREHDVXFFHVV¶3  Ian Mortimer, in his almost 
hagiographical biography of 2006, described Edward III as having been 
responsible for the establishment of the English national identity, making µWKH
(QJOLVKQDWLRQZKDWLWLV¶4 +HDGGHGWRWKLVLPDJHRIDµSHUIHFW>PHGLHYDO@
NLQJ¶E\GHFODULQJWKDWLQDGGLWLRQWRKLVPDQ\VWDWHVPDQOLNHTXDOLWLHVKHZDV
WRZDUIDUHµZKDW0R]DUWZDVWRPXVLF¶5  2UPURG¶VHTXDOO\IXOVRPHDFFRXQWRI
Edward III published in 2011, written in a perhaps less emotive style, described 
a powerful and able king. He emphasised the prosperity, stability and military 
success achieved by Edward III, which had helped restore the legitimacy of the 
Crown that had been so badly damaged during his IDWKHU¶VUHLJQ7KHYROXPH
of interest in the period of the deposition and the regency was summed up by 
                                                 
1
 J. C. Davies, The Baronial Opposition to Edward II: Its Character and Policy: A 
Study in Administrative History (Cambridge, 1918), p. 76. 
2
 W. Stubbs, The Constitutional History of England: In its Origin and Development, 
2nd edition (Oxford, 1877-1883), pp. 313, 375;  Stubbs quoted in J. R. Maddicott, 
µ5HYLHZ>XQWLWOHG@7KH5HLJQRI(GZDUG,,1HZ3HUVSHFWLYHV¶EHR, 113 (2008), 
176-178, p. 176 
3
 S. Phillips, Edward II (London, 2010), pp. 4, 612. 
4
 I. Mortimer, The Perfect King: The Life of Edward III, Father of the English Nation 
(London, 2006), p. 396. 
5
 Ibid., p. 402.  
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Haines who, speaking of the reign of Edward II in the introduction to his own 
comprehensive work, stated that the period had been given Dµdisproportionate 
>DPRXQW@RIDWWHQWLRQ¶6 +RZHYHUKLVWRULDQV¶LQWHUHVWLQWKHSHULRGKDVIRFXVHG
mainly, if not exclusively, on the limited perspective of the experiences of the 
king, the nobility, and its impact on the evolution of government. This thesis 
aims to add to our knowledge of this period through a consideration of the 
hitherto under-explored experiences of a broader cross-section of political 
society. This will include the merchant class, social, geographic and religious 
communities as well as the individuals who made up the vast numbers of the 
NLQJ¶VVXEMHFWV7KLVWKHVLVZLOOFRQGXFWDGHWDLOHGDQDO\VLVRIWKHFRQWHQWRIWKH
numerous private petitions presented to the Crown. This collection contains 
approximately seventeen thousand six-hundred records made up of writs, 
correspondence and petitions from diverse groups and individuals from the 
thirteenth to late fifteenth centuries and is a source that has, according to 
Gwilym Dodd and Mark Ormrod, been much undervalued.7  
However, note must also be made of the difficulties of accessing the 
full potential of the petitions encountered in the past. The petitionary bundles 
compiled by the Chancery clerks at each parliament had, in the nineteenth 
FHQWXU\XQGHUJRQHZKDWKDVEHHQGHVFULEHGDVDµGLVDVWURXV¶UHRUJDQLVDWLRQ
This created an artificial class of documents with the petitions removed from 
the context of the writs and rolls of parliament to which they had originally 
been attached.8 In the early 1920s this disparate collection of petitions, 
correspondence and writs underwent a further reorganisation by R. L Atkinson. 
His remit was to re-establish the archives chronological provenance which had 
                                                 
6
 R. M. Haines, King Edward II: Edward of Caernarfon: His Life, His Reign and its 
Aftermath (London, 2003), pp. x, ix. 
7
 G. Dodd, Justice and Grace: Private Petitioning and the English Parliament in the 
Late Middle Ages 2[IRUGS:02UPURGµ7KH5RDGWR%RURXJKEULGJH
The Civil War of 1321-22 in the $QFLHQW3HWLWLRQV¶LQ3%UDQG and S. Cunningham 
(eds), Foundations of Medieval Scholarship: Records Edited in Honour of David 
Crook (York, 2008), p. 77. The petitions can be accessed at: TNA 
[http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk]. 
8
 *'RGGµ3DUOLDPHQWDU\3HWLWLRQV"7KH2ULJLQVDQG3URYHQDQFHRIWKHµ$QFLHQW
3HWLWLRQV¶6&LQWKH1DWLRQDO$UFKLYHV¶ in W. M. Ormrod, G. Dodd and A. Musson 
(eds), Medieval Petitions: Grace and Grievance (York, 2009), p. 16. A useful 
summary of the history of the private petitions is provided in: Dodd, Justice and 
Grace, passim; R. L. Atkinson and H. C. Maxwell-Lyte in their `Report (1924) on 
Ancient Petitions', in Index of Ancient Petitions, Lists and Indexes, I (London, 1966), 
pp. 2-9. 
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been lost in the nineteenth century.9 ,WLV$WNLQVRQ¶VYHUVLRQRIWKHDUFKLYHLV
the foundation of the current SC 8 series of Ancient Petitions. This archive was 
digitally reproduced between 2003 and 2007 and made available via The 
National Archives (TNA) website through a grant from the Arts and 
Humanities Research Council (AHRC), together with the University of York.10 
This study concentrates on those petitions presented in what Dodd 
FRQVLGHUHGWREHWKHµKLJKQRRQ¶RISHWLWioning, notably from c.1320 to 1335.11 
)RFXVVLQJRQWKHFRPSODLQWVRIWKH.LQJ¶V(QJOLVK,ULVKDQG:HOVKVXEMHFWV
the SC 8 series was explored using a number of different search parameters to 
facilitate an accurate measure of petitions relating to the five main characters 
under consideration. (An example based on the search parameters used in 
Chapter One: [Thomas, earl of Lancaster OR Thomas of Lancaster OR earl of 
Lancaster] was further restricted to the period 1320-1335).12 However, the 
searches also retrieved other associated documents such as letters of direction 
from the king and his officials, the results of enquiries and writs, along with 
duplicate petitions, which were all excluded from this study. The resultant list 
of some six hundred and forty petitions is illustrated in Appendix A, which is 
split by chapters and notes the level of redress each petitioner received. These 
petitions were considered individually, with research being undertaken to 
ascertain the political and social context of each complaint. 
This also revealed the social and gender origins of these petitioners 
illustrating that they were presented predominantly by men of µPLGGOLQJ¶RU
gentry rank, with members of the urban elites and the Church making up the 
bulk of the rest. There are relatively few petitions from women and the poor or 
lower ranking peasants. The lower social groups were often represented 
through group petitions or by persons of higher rank acting on their behalf.13 
)RUH[DPSOHµERQG¶RUXQ-IUHHSHDVDQWV¶ULJKWVZHUHUHSUHVHQWHGOHJDOO\
through their lordsZLWKRQO\µIUHH¶SHDVDQWVKDYLQJWKHDELOLW\RUQHHGWR
                                                 
9
 'RGGµ3DUOLDPHQWDU\3HWLWLRQV"¶S 
10
 For a more complete description of the scope of the SC 8 series see: Ibid., pp. 12-46. 
11
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 49-78. 
12
 7KHXVHRIVHDUFKOLQNVVXFKDVµ25¶µ$1'¶DQGµ127¶were capitalised to omit 
WKHPIURPWKHVHDUFKIRUWKLVDQGRWKHUVHDUFKWLSVVHHWKHKHOSVHFWLRQRIµ7KH
&DWDORJXH¶RI71$ 
13
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 209. 
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access royal justice.14 All women were allowed access to the petitioning 
process.15  Nevertheless petitions involving women were predominantly 
sponsored by husbands on their behalf, with the married couple being 
considered as one person (baron et feme erunt animae duae et carne una).16  
Of those women who did claim legal independence, the majority were widows 
or leaders of religious houses who petitioned on behalf of their communities.17 
The widow petitioner usually fell into two categories. For example, 
independently powerful women, such as the dowager duchess of Thomas 2nd 
earl of Lancaster and those widows who were, according to Dodd, petitioning 
DVµYLFWLPV¶RIWHQWRUHJDLQODQGVDQGPRQLHVIURPWKHLUKXVEDQG¶VHVWDWH18  
Those women who did petition in their own right must be considered as 
atypical, none more so than those petitions from leaders of religious 
communities. Petitioning by any individual in the Church in effect bypassed 
the parliamentary Gravamina, the clerical equivalent of the common petition, 
used during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries by the Church to retain its 
separation from the secular world.19 The significance of the private petition 
presented by the individual cleric or religious house was that it actively 
involved the Crown and the secular power of the king in Church business.20  
                                                 
14
 Ibid., pp. 208-209. 
15
 Women were denied the right to initiate legal proceedings in the common law 
courts: Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 208. 
16
 4XRWHGLQ(+DZNHVµµ>6@KHZLOO«3URWHFWDQG'HIHQGKHU5LJKWV%ROGO\E\/DZ
DQG5HDVRQ«¶:RPHQ¶V.QRZOHGJHRI&RPmon Law and Equity Courts in Late 
0HGLHYDO(QJODQG¶LQ N. Menuge (ed.), Medieval Women and the Law (Woodbridge, 
2000), p. 46; For a discussion of queens as women see: L. Benz St John, Three 
Medieval Queens: Queenship and the Crown in Fourteenth-Century England (New 
York, 2012), pp. 6-9. 
17
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 211-215. 
18
 Examples are discussed throughout the thesis. 
19
 :5-RQHVµ%LVKRSV3ROLWLFVDQGWKH7ZR/DZV7KHGravamina of the English 
Clergy, 1237-¶Speculum (1966), 41, 209-245; G. Dodd and A. K. McHardy 
HGVµ,QWURGXFWLRQ¶Petitions to the Crown from English Religious Houses c.1272-
c.1485 (Woodbridge, 2010), pp. xi-xiii. 
20
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 243-254. The implications of the relationship between 
the Church, the individual cleric and the Crown, although not in the scope of this 
study, is discussed in various works, particularly in Dodd and McHardy, Petitions to 
the Crown from English Religious Houses, passim; J. H. Tillotson,  Clerical Petitions 
1350-1450: A Study of Some Aspects of the Relations Between the Crown and the 
Church in the Late Middle Ages, D.Phil thesis, Australian National University, 1969, 
quoted in Dodd, Justice and Grace, n. 5, p. 243. 
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As well as religious communities, the petitioning process was the ideal 
platform for county and town grievances, with groups of like-minded 
individuals assuming a group identity. These petitions, although not 
numerically significant, offer an insight into local identity, collective action 
and their relationship with the king.21 As can be seen in this brief discussion of 
the variety of those individuals and groups who used the petitioning process, 
there is great potential for further development of an understanding of social, 
political and religious mores through their contents and context.  
The discrete period between 1320 and c.1335 was chosen for the study 
because of the recurring political and social crises that led up to the deposition 
of Edward II and the accession of Edward III. These crises affected all levels of 
society; from the nobility on whom these momentous changes would have 
impacted at a fundamental level, to those members of lower social groups who, 
through the deaths of their lords and changes in land ownership, would have 
seen their lives disrupted or changed completely. These crises included the 
rebellion against Edward II in 1322 anGWKHSHULRGNQRZQDVWKHµW\UDQQ\¶
which ended with the deposition and alleged murder of the legitimate king in 
1326-1327, followed by the regency and its abrupt end in 1330. 
Although one must acknowledge the undoubted worth of other sources 
of evidence for these crises such as the copious records of the Church, along 
with provincial and governmental records, they are, according to Ormrod, 
QHFHVVDULO\µDWVRPHUHPRYH¶IURPWKHFKDUDFWHUVDQGHYHQWVRIWKHGD\22 He 
described the provenance of these documents, generated as part of the 
bureaucratic workings of parliament, as being written with a necessarily µVHOI-
FRQVFLRXVDUWLILFLDOLW\¶ZKLFKFRXSOHGZLWKWKHODFNRIDQ\µWUDGLWLRQRIRIILFLDO
KLVWRU\RUSROHPLF¶ODUJHO\SUHFOXGHVDQ\XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHPotivations and 
DJHQGDVRIWKHPDMRULW\RIWKHNLQJ¶VRUGLQDU\VXEMHFWV23 However, the records 
                                                 
21
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp.  254-266. 
22
 W. M. Ormrod, Edward III (New Haven and London, 2011), pp. 1-2. 
23
 Ibid., pp. 1- 2. It is ironic to note that in this period, when the English monarchy was 
in crisis, that the reason behind this lack of official history can be explained through 
the reasonable territorial stability of the English state. Other European histories such 
as that produced at the abbey of Saint-Denys in France or those sponsored by Alfonso 
the Wise of Castile or by Pedro the Ceremonious of Aragon were products of a need to 
µIRFXVRQWKHNLQJDQGLWVFRPPLWPHQWWRWKHIDWHRIWKHPRQDUFK\¶*6SLHJDOThe 
Chronicle Tradition of Saint-Denis: A Survey (Brookline, 1978), pp. 7, 11-12, quoted 
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RIWKHSULYDWHSHWLWLRQVRIIHUDXQLTXHµVQDSVKRW¶RIWKHHIIHFWVRIWKHVHFULVHV
on the lives of the individual, as they attempted to find redress through the 
personal intervention of the king. This is an important point. As personal 
requests, petitions were modified to the requirements of the petitioner. As a 
source they therefore have the potential to offer a unique view of the 
motivations and aspirations of a broad spectrum of the population.24  The 
petitions can consequently provide a deeper understanding of, and a different 
perspective on, the careers of the main figures of the reign, but also of the 
petitioners themselves. This will add an essentially new perspective to our 
understanding of the period, allowing an opportunity not only to ascertain the 
level of political awareness at various levels of society, but also to analyse the 
relationship between the king and his subjects. Therefore, this study will 
concentrate on the events and actions of five of the most influential characters, 
and the impact of the main crises, of the period that are encapsulated in the 
contents of the hundreds of private petitions presented to the king.25 This will 
include the rebellion and subsequent execution of Thomas, 2nd earl of 
Lancaster, the career of that archetypal royal favourite, Hugh Despenser the 
younger and his father Hugh Despenser the elder and, in the aftermath of the 
deposition of Edward II, the careers of Queen Isabella of France and her 
partner Sir Roger Mortimer of Wigmore as regents.  
As well as illustrating the perception and availability of direct justice 
IURPWKHNLQJWKURXJKWKHFRQFHSWRIµFRPSODLQWDQGUHGUHVV¶WKHSHWLWLRQV
further reveal the experience and incidence of tyranny perpetrated by these 
main figures during this period. This study reveals the intellectual and emotive 
responses to political and social crises of the early fourteenth century on the 
                                                                                                                                 
in C. Given-Wilson, Chronicles: The Writing of History in Medieval England 
(London, 2004), p. 154. It is also interesting that the obvious choice for an English 
national history, the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, was written in a period when English 
territorial stability could not be taken for granted (the late ninth until the mid-
thirteenth centuries): Ibid., p. 154. 
24
 Notable work regarding the language of the petitions has been done by Dodd, 
Ormrod and Sneddon: Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 279-316; W. M. Ormrod, 
µ0XUPXU&ODPRXUDQG1RLVH9RLFLQJ&RPSODLQWDQG5HPHG\LQ3HWLWLRQVWR the 
English Crown, c. 300- F¶LQ2UPURG'RGGDQG0XVVRQMedieval Petitions: 
Grace and Grievance, pp. 135-$66QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV7KH
Language and Dating of Petitions, 1326-¶LQ2UPURG'RGGDQG0XVVRQMedieval 
Petitions, Grace and Grievance, pp. 193-205. 
25
 See Appendix A for details of those petitions used within each chapter. 
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µRUGLQDU\¶PDQQRWDEly the consequences of actions of perceived tyranny. The 
study considers not only those actions that conform to the modern definition of 
the tyrant but also to that of fourteenth century philosophers and political 
thinkers. The modern definition of the terPµW\UDQQ\¶RUµW\UDQW¶FDQEHDSSOLHG
to anyone ZKRH[HUFLVHVSRZHUXQMXVWO\RURSSUHVVLYHO\¶26 This implies that 
the modern tyrant is exceeding set parameters and that there is a limit to their 
power. However, to fourteenth century political thinkers and philosophers, 
tyranny, defined simply, was a perversion of a God given (and therefore 
limitless) kingship.27 According to medieval philosophy, the main purpose of 
this God given royal authority was to secure social stability and justice. This 
study will exDPLQHKRZWKHILQDO\HDUVRI(GZDUG,,¶VDQGWKHILUVW\HDUVRI
(GZDUG,,,¶VUHLJQH[SRVHGWKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWVWRWKHFRQVHTXHQFHVRIW\UDQQ\
and how these people used their perceived right to royal justice through the 
petitioning process to achieve redress. 
 
Writing about Thomas of Lancaster in 1970, John Maddicott 
concluded that history had been unanimous in its verdicts on the characters of 
both Lancaster and his cousin, Edward II, with the actions and inadequacies of 
the king being generally excused, but with Lancaster having received no such 
mercy.28 But Maddicott nevertheless agreed with the consensus view that 
/DQFDVWHUZDVVRPHRQHZKRZDVµXQVFUXSXORXVYLROHQWDQGDYDULFLRXV¶+H
DGGHGWKDW/DQFDVWHUKDGDQµDOPRVWUHSXOVLYHQDWXUH¶LQZKLFKµRWKHUs could 
VHHIHZDWWUDFWLYHSHUVRQDOTXDOLWLHV¶VXPPLQJXSKLVGHVFULSWLRQE\VWDWLQJ
UDWKHUEODQGO\WKDW/DQFDVWHUKDGµOLWWOHWRUHFRPPHQGKLP¶29 This modern 
opinion was influenced by the works of earlier historians, who had considered 
the turbulent relationship of Thomas of Lancaster and Edward II from the 
viewpoint of its impact on a weak and failing kingship and on the progress 
made in the evolution of parliament. The eminent nineteenth century 
                                                 
26
 Oxford English Dictionary: [http://dictionary.oed.com]. 
27
 The God given right to rule was exemplified in the act of coronation, when the 
anointed ruler became a mixta persona, a dual person, descending from both nature 
DQG*RG¶V*UDFH- 75RVHQWKDOµ7KH.LQJ¶V³:LFNHG$GYLVHUV´DQG0HGLHYDO
%DURQLDO5HEHOOLRQ¶Political Science Quarterly (1967), 82, 4, 595-618, pp. 601-602. 
28
 J. R. Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster 1307-1322: A Study in the Reign of Edward II 
(Oxford, 1970), p. 318. 
29
 Ibid., p. 319. 
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historians William Stubbs and Thomas F. Tout concluded that Lancaster had 
µQRLGHDOVQRSULQFLSOHV¶DQGQRµVHQVHRIUHVSRQVLELOLW\¶30  
The chronicles and histories which, along with the official records of 
government, make up the usual source of contemporaneous evidence for the 
actions of Thomas of Lancaster, must be considered to have been written with, 
DWEHVWµSHUIHFW¶KLQGVLJKWEXWDOVRZLWKWKHDJHQGDVRIWKHLUWHPSRUDODQG
spiritual sponsors. This produces a contemporaneous impression of Lancaster's 
actions and personality through a veil of supposition and suggestion. This is 
illustrated by the chroniclers having described him, at once, as being 
µDYDULFLRXV¶µQREOH¶µOR\DO¶µWUHDFKHURXV¶µSLWHRXV¶DQGµSLRXV¶DVZHOODVWKH
WHUURURIWKHZKROHFRXQWU\µterror totius patrie¶31 The long term struggle 
between Edward II and Lancaster culminated at the battle of Boroughbridge in 
March 1322, during which the king finally defeated his intransigent cousin. 
/DQFDVWHUZDVH[HFXWHGDW3RQWHIUDFWDIWHUDµVKRZ¶WULDOZKLFKZDVHQRXJKRI
an echo of that of Piers Gaveston that the author of the Vita Edwardi Secundi 
UHPDUNHGWKDW/DQFDVWHUKDYLQJµRQFHFXWRII3LHUV*DYHVWRQ
VKHDG«KD>G@
ORVW>KLV@¶32  
During the final years of his reign Edward II has been portrayed as 
once again being dominated by an unwise choice of personal companion, 
+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU(GZDUG,,¶VJURZLQJGHSHQGHQFHRQWKHMRLQW
counsel of this favourite and his father, Hugh Despenser the elder, along with 
the exclusion of his erstwhile most trusted councillors, began the period that 
has EHFRPHNQRZQDVWKHµW\UDQQ\¶RI(GZDUG,,7KHLGHQWLW\RIWKH
instigator of this tyranny has been contentious. Both Phillips and May 
McKisack agreed that the two Despensers were not the dominating force 
EHKLQGWKHµW\UDQQ\¶ZKLOVWFRQYHUVHO\ERWK1LJel Saul and Jeffrey Hamilton 
                                                 
30
 Stubbs, The Constitutional History of England, pp. 339-350, passim; Davies, The 
Baronial Opposition to Edward II; T. F. Tout, The Place of the Reign of Edward II in 
English History: Based Upon the Ford Lectures Delivered in the University of Oxford 
in 1911, 2nd ed. (Connecticut, 1976); T. F. Tout, The History of England From the 
Ascension of Henry III to the Death of Edward III (1216-1377) (London, 1905), pp. 
265-266. 
31
 Vita Edwardi Secundi, pp. 97-99, 126; Lanercost, pp. 234-235; Brut, pp. 219, 222; 
Murimuth, pp. 271-274. 
32
 Vita Edwardi Secundi, pp. 214-215. 
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declared their belief that the Despensers had dominated the period.33 In 1979 
Natalie Fryde added to the debate by stating that Edward II had orchestrated 
the events after the execution of Thomas of Lancaster in order to avenge the 
death of his former favourite, Piers Gaveston.34  But these historians reached a 
consensus in their belief that the king and the two Despensers were equally 
ruthless in their exploitation of the lands of Lancaster and the rebels, with 
Fryde contending that they were motivated primarily by monetary greed and 
WKDWKLVWRULDQVKDGµJURWHVTXHO\XQGHUHVWLPDWHGDQGPLVXQGHUVWRRGWKH
PRWLYHV«RIWKHVHPHQDWWKHKHLJKWRIWKHLUSRZHU¶35  
:HUHWKH'HVSHQVHUVJXLOW\RIPDVWHUPLQGLQJWKLVµW\UDQQ\¶"$FFHSWLQJ
that the years 1322-1326 were a period of tyranny, Nigel Saul argued that the 
Despensers were, in effect, running the country.36  Chris Given-Wilson added 
to the debate by placing the blame equally on a collaboration between Edward 
II and the two Despensers, describing the king more as an accessory, guilty of 
supporting the actions of the Despensers.37 Ormrod seemingly agreed when he 
VWDWHGKLVEHOLHIWKDWµWKHNLQJDQGWKH'HVSHQVHUVKDGRSHUDWHGRQHRIWKHPRVW
RSSUHVVLYHUHJLPHV«LQPHGLHYDO(QJODQG¶EXWKHHYHQtually came to temper 
KLVEHOLHILQ(GZDUG,,
VSDUWLQWKHµW\UDQQ\¶UHDVVLJQLQJWKHEODPHWKURXJK
WKHVWUDWHJLFXVHRIWKHWHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUUHJLPH¶ 38 
%XWLWZDVQRWWKLVµW\UDQQ\¶DORQHWKDWZDVWREULQJ(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ
to an end through deposition. In September 1324, with the worsening Anglo-
French relations and at the urging of the Despensers, Edward II had confiscated 
not only Queen Isabella's English lands and property, but had also removed 
their children from her care.39  Davies commented, apparently without irony, 
                                                 
33
 J. R. S. Phillips, Aymer de Valence, Earl of Pembroke, 1307-1324 (Oxford, 1972), 
pp. 269-290, passim00F.LVDFNµ(GZDUG,,,DQGWKH+LVWRULDQV¶History (1960), 
45 1-S16DXOµ7KH'HVSHQVHUVDQGWKH'RZQIDOORI(GZDUG,,¶EHR (1984), 
99, 1-33; J. S. Hamilton, Piers Gaveston, Earl of Cornwall, 1307-1312: Politics and 
Patronage in the Reign of Edward II (Michigan, 1988). 
34
 N. Fryde, The Tyranny and Fall of Edward II, 1321-1326 (Cambridge, 1979), p. 42. 
35
 6DXOµ7KH'HVSHQVHUVDQGWKH'RZQIDOORI(GZDUG,,¶S 
36
 Ibid., 1-33. 
37
 C. Given-Wilson, The English Nobility in the Late Middle Ages: The Fourteenth 
Century Political Community (London, 1987), pp. 32-33. 
38
 :02UPURGµ$JHQGDIRU/HJLVODWLRQ-F¶EHR (1990), 105, 1-33, p. 
1. 
39
 In forfeiting her lands, Isabella was compensated by 2920 marks a year for her 
expenses, therefore it was more of a political and personal attack than a financial one:  
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WKDWµWKLVDFWLRQGLGQRWWHQGWRLPSURYHWKHUHODWLRQVEHWZHHQKXVEDQGDQG
ZLIH¶40  +RZHYHU,VDEHOOD¶VYDOXHDVLQWHUQDWLRQDOµSHDFHZHDYHU¶UHPDLQHG
significant.41 Even as Edward II reduced her household and took away her 
children, Isabella was sent to France to act as intercessor between the king and 
her brother Philip V of France.42  Hamilton saw Edward II as having been 
VHHPLQJO\µREOLYLRXVWRWKHJURZLQJGLVFRQWHQW«>DQG@FRPSOHWHDOLHQDWLRQRI
KLVZLIH¶43 On September 24, 1325 Queen Isabella, accompanied by the future 
(GZDUG,,,6LU5RJHU0RUWLPHURI:LJPRUHDQGDµFRPSDUDWLYHO\VPDOOEDQG¶
of followers, made their way back to England as an invading force.44 But it had 
never been considered a foregone conclusion that Edward II would be deposed 
DVDUHVXOWRI,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHU¶VLQYDVLRQ45 Indeed she had declared at the 
RXWVHWRIWKHFDPSDLJQWKDWLWZDVKHULQWHQWLRQWRSUHVHUYHWKHHVWDWHRIµWKH
GHDUNLQJ¶E\µGHVWUR\>LQJ@WKH'HVSHQVHUVDQGDOOHYLOFRXQFLOORUV¶46 
Ultimately, however, deposition must have appeared as the only safe outcome 
IRUWKHXSULVLQJ$V&ODLUH9DOHQWHVWDWHGµZKHQGHDWKZDVWKHSHQDOW\IRU
failure, permanent VXFFHVVZDVLPSHUDWLYHDQGFRPSURPLVHOHVVOLNHO\¶
therefore the final removal of the king became a natural progression from the 
elimination of his favourites.47  
                                                                                                                                 
60HQDFKHµ,VDEHOOHRI)UDQFH4XHHQRI(QJODQG± $5HFRQVLGHUDWLRQ¶JMH 
(1984),  10, 107-24, p. 110; Davis, The Baronial Opposition to Edward II, p. 107; 
5\PHU¶V)RHGHUD, vol. 4, p. 85; CFR, 1319-1327, pp. 300-301; CCR, 1323-1327, p. 
223; S. Raban, England Under Edward I and Edward II, 1259-1327 (Oxford, 2000), 
p. 150. 
40
 Davis, The Baronial Opposition to Edward II, p. 107. 
41
 Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens, p. 3. 
42
 S. L. Waugh, England in the Reign of Edward III (Cambridge, 1991), p. 12. Letters 
IURP,VDEHOODWRYDULRXVQREOHVLQFOXGLQJRQHWRµRXUEHORYHGNLQJ¶roi a nos chers) 
during her mission to France can be read in P. Chaplais (ed.), The War of Saint-Sardos 
(1323-1325), Gascon Correspondence and Diplomatic Documents (London, 1954), 
pp. 198-200. 
43
 Hamilton, Piers Gaveston, Earl of Cornwall, p. 12. 
44
 Haines, King Edward II: Edward of Caernarfon, p. 177; Phillips, Edward II, p. 502. 
45
 I. Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor: The Life of Sir Roger Mortimer, Ruler of 
England, 1327-1330 /RQGRQS-+5RXQGµ7KH/DQGLQJRI4XHHQ
,VDEHOOD¶EHR (1899), 14, 104--&3DUVRQVµ,VDEHOOD4XHHQRI(QJODQG95±
¶ODNB7)7RXWµ,VDEHOODRI)UDQFH±¶ODNB (archive); Annales 
Paulini, pp. 313-1314. 
46
 Murimuth, pp. 45-51; Anonimalle, pp. 32-33, 124-130; C. Valente, The Theory and 
Practice of Revolt in Medieval England (Aldershot, 2003), pp. 154-155.  
47
 Ibid., p. 155 (my italics); Anonimalle, p. 33. 
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,VDEHOODKDVEHHQYDULRXVO\GHVFULEHGDVDSDZQRI5RJHU0RUWLPHU¶V
ambition or as a scheming, politically savvy woman, keen to establish her own 
power through her role as the mother of the heir to the throne.48 Although Tout 
GHVFULEHGKHUDVDµVSLWH>IXOO@«DGXOWHURXVTXHHQ¶LQPRUHUHFHQWKLVWRULHVVKH
has also been sympathetically depicted as a wronged wife.49 A victim of the 
younger Despenser¶s malice, she has been noted for her political foresight 
which saw her, even before she left England and her association with 
0RUWLPHUµHDUPDUNLQJKHUIXWXUHDOOLHV¶DQGEHFRPLQJDPDJQHWIRUDJURXSRI
disaffected Englishmen, who also had reason to hate the Despensers.50 Paul 
Doherty descrLEHG,VDEHOOD¶VGHYHORSPHQWIURPDQµKRQRXUDEOHTXHHQ>DQG@«
GXWLIXOZLIH¶WRDµVKH-ZROIWKHQHZ-H]HEHO¶51 What is clear is that history has 
not been able to fit Isabella into the role of the typical medieval queen; 
Henrietta Leyser summed this up when VKHVWDWHGWKDW,VDEHOODKDGµPDUNHGRXW
>D@«TXLWHGLIIHUHQWSDWK«>ZKHQ@WRJHWKHUZLWKKHUORYHU>5RJHU0RUWLPHU
VKH@RYHUWKUHZKHUNLQJDQGKXVEDQG¶52  
If Isabella has been depicted recently as more sinned against than 
sinning, Roger Mortimer has not been given any such leeway. Ian Mortimer's 
GHVFULSWLRQRIKLPDV(QJODQG¶VµJUHDWHVWWUDLWRU¶KDVEHHQJHQHUDOO\DFFHSWHG
ZLWKKLPEHLQJGHSLFWHGDVEHLQJOLWWOHEHWWHUWKDQWKHµFRUUXSW«DQGGHVSLVHG¶
Hugh Despenser the younger.53  Although a mere baron, for almost exactly 
four years Roger Mortimer was, with Queen Isabella, the dominant political 
                                                 
48
 Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens, p. 140. There has been much debate over 
the portrayal and agenda of Isabella, a small example can be read in Ormrod, Edward 
III  (2005), notably  pp. 1-120; J. S%RWKZHOOµ7KH0RUH7KLQJV&KDQJH,VDEHOODDQG
0RUWLPHU(GZDUG,,,DQGWKH3DLQIXO'HOD\RID5R\DO0DMRULW\¶LQ&%HHPHG
Royal Minorities of Medieval and Early Modern England (London, 2008), pp. 33-77; 
Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, passim; P. Doherty, Isabella and the Strange Death 
of Edward II (London, 2003); A. Weir, Isabella, She-Wolf of France, Queen of 
England (London, 2006); H. Castor, She-Wolves: The Women Who Ruled England 
Before Elizabeth (London, 2011), pp. 207-320. 
49
 Tout, The History of England, p. 302; Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens, 
passim. 
50
 Weir, Isabella, She-Wolf of France, pp. 165-169, 179-180; M. McKisack, The 
Fourteenth-Century, 1307-1399 (Oxford, 1959), p. 45. 
51
 Doherty, Isabella and the Strange Death of Edward II, pp. 22, 49. 
52
 H. Leyser, Medieval Women: A Social History of Women in England, 450-1500 
(London, 1995), p. 84. 
53
 Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, passim; Given-Wilson, The English Nobility in the 
Late Middle Ages, p. 33; Valente, The Theory and Practice of Revolt , p. 846. 
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ILJXUHLQ(QJODQGEHLQJFRQVLGHUHGµNLQJLQDOOEXWQDPH¶54 Ian Mortimer, 
after listing the wrongs his namesake has been accused of, which included the 
forced deposition of the rightful king, regicide (although he ardently supported 
WKHWKHRU\WKDW(GZDUG,,LQIDFWVXUYLYHGORQJDIWHUKLVµGHDWK¶WKHPXUGHURI
OHDGLQJPHPEHUVRIWKHUR\DOIDPLO\DQGWKHVHGXFWLRQRIWKHNLQJ¶VZLIH
excused Roger Mortimer by stating that he committed these acts of treason for 
the good of the country.55 This declaration by Ian Mortimer was presumably 
based on his namesake having been instrumental in removing a king who has 
been equally vilified. 
As this brief description of the many different approaches and opinions 
of the main characters and events of this period has shown, there has been no 
real consensus achieved about the period or their reputations. This thesis 
intends to bring some clarity through the myriad contents of the private 
petitions. Until recently the ancient petitions had only been considered as a 
parliamentary source, and any detail as further evidence for the political 
workings and evolution of the medieval parliament. The 1970s saw Maddicott 
make the first of the more recent forays into the petitions as a source of 
evidence beyond this parliamentary focus.56 However, his consideration of the 
petitions did not stray far from their  conventional application, as he used the 
petitioning process as further evidence for his discussion of the bureaucratic 
development of local government and its exploitation by the upper echelons of 
county society. However,  0DGGLFRWW¶VZRUNDOVREURXJKWDWWHQWLRQWRWKH
possible role of the local lawyer in both producing and presenting petitions 
IURPWKHORFDOLWLHV+HQRWHGWKHODZ\HUV¶LQIOXHQFHERWKVRFLDOO\DQG
SROLWLFDOO\GHVFULELQJWKHPDVKDYLQJPRYHGIURPµFDSLWDOWRFRXQW\¶WKHLU
                                                 
54
 LanercostS55'DYLHVµ5RJHU0RUWLPHU9)LUVW(DUORI0DUFK±
¶ODNB; W. M. Ormrod, Edward III, 3rd ed. (London, 2005), p. 16. 
55
 It is accepted that Mortimer's relationship with Queen Isabella was sexual but, 
contemporaneously, none of the chronicles either confirmed or denied it. Only 
Murimuth, writing in the years following the downfall of Isabella and Mortimer, spoke 
of their sharing an intimate friendship, µIDPLOLDULWDWHPFRQWUDFWDPLQWHUGLFWDP
reginam et 5RJHUXPGH0RUWXR¶ chroniclers often merely named Mortimer as one of 
,VDEHOOD¶VHQWRXUDJHMurimuth, pp. 45-46; Lanercost, p. 251; Brut, pp. 246-247; H. T. 
5LOH\HGµThe French &KURQLFOHRI/RQGRQ(GZDUG,,,¶, in Chronicles of the 
Mayors and Sheriffs of London: 1188-1274 (London, 1863), pp. 248-267; Mortimer, 
The Greatest Traitor, pp. 265-266. 
56
 -50DGGLFRWWµ7KH&RXQW\&RPPXQLW\DQGWKH0DNLQJRI3XEOLF2SLQLRQLQ
Fourteenth-&HQWXU\(QJODQG¶TRHS (1978), 5th series, 28, 27-43. 
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VRFLDODQGSROLWLFDOQHWZRUNLQJFUHDWLQJWKHµOHJDODQGSROLWLFDOVHOI-
consciousness of the shirHV¶57 However, Dodd, in his history of the petitioning 
SURFHVVGLVSXWHG0DGGLFRWW¶VWKHRU\RIWKHLQYROYHPHQWRIWKHVHORFDO
lawyers. Dodd argued that a person whose wealth allowed them to afford not 
only to travel to parliament, but to reside there for some time for the 
presentation of their petition, was unlikely to have trusted the important task 
of compiling their complaint or request to a perhaps less experienced local 
scribe or lawyer.58 However, highlighting the point that there is very little 
evidence of where or by whom the petitions were created, Dodd went on to 
add the provision that it was almost certain that only a tiny minority of 
petitions were prepared by the petitioners themselves, arguing that it would 
have been more likely that these petitioners would have preferred to have had 
their petitions prepared more centrally, by individuals more familiar with 
governmental procedure, rather than relying on a less experienced local scribe 
or lawyer.59  
0DGGLFRWW¶VVWXG\RIWKHHYROXWLRQRIWKHFRXQW\community can be 
used to illustrate the piecemeal approach that historians have made regarding 
WKHHYLGHQFHRIWKHSHWLWLRQV$W\SLFDOH[DPSOHLVLOOXVWUDWHGLQ3KLOOLSV¶
biography of Edward II. 60  Discussing the level of petitioning business in the 
earliHUSDUWRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQKHVWDWHGWKDWDOWKRXJKWKHUHPXVWKDYHEHHQ
PDQ\µSHQW-XSJULHYDQFHV¶IURPWKHµLQGLYLGXDOVDQGORFDOFRPPXQLWLHV¶PRVW
SHWLWLRQVQHYHUWKHOHVVµKDGQRREYLRXVFRQQHFWLRQZLWKWKHJUDQGSROLWLFV¶RI
(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQEXWWKDW µDIHZG>LG@¶61 He went on to discuss those 
petitions that related to the collection of scutage and purveyance, but only in 
RUGHUWRKLJKOLJKWWKHNLQJ¶VGHWHULRUDWLQJUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKKLVQREOH
µRSSRQHQWV¶LJQRULQJ(GZDUG,,¶VPDQ\GLVJUXQWOHGVXEMHFWV. By subjecting 
WKHSHWLWLRQVWRDV\VWHPDWLFFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHVHµJULHYDQFHV¶WKLVWKHVLV
establishes their value as a source of evidence for the state of both political 
and social opinion in the period.  
                                                 
57
 0DGGLFRWWµ7KH&RXQW\&RPPXQLW\DQGWKH0DNLQJRI3XEOLF2SLQLRQ¶SS-38. 
58
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 309. 
59
 Ibid., p. 309. 
60
 Phillips, Edward II, pp. 332-336. 
61
 Discussing the parliament of October 1318, Phillips QRWHGWKDWµODUJHQXPEHUV¶RI
petitions were dealt with, but goes on to mention only two, from Walter Langton and 
Hugh Audley, both influential members of at Court: Ibid., p. 244. 
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To date, the work of Dodd in 2007 is the only comprehensive study to 
FRQVLGHUWKHKLVWRU\DQGPHFKDQLFVRIERWKWKHµSULYDWH¶DQGWKHµFRPPRQ¶
petition, from the point when Edward I installed the apparatus for, and 
encouraged, the mass hearing of petitions.62 The difference between the two 
types of petLWLRQPD\EHVXPPHGXSVLPSO\$µSULYDWH¶SHWLWLRQZDVSUHVHQWHG
with the object of dealing with the discrete interests of individuals or groups of 
LQGLYLGXDOV7KHµFRPPRQ¶SHWLWLRQZKLFKZDVLQWURGXFHGDWWKHHQGRIWKH
reign of Edward II, was presented by the parliamentary commons, and had 
RVWHQVLEO\WKHµSXEOLFJRRG¶DVWKHLUPRWLYDWLQJIRFXVDQGIRUPHGWKHEDVLV
of additions to, or changes of, statutory legislation.63  Recognising the true 
scope of the petitions as a source, Dodd gave a valuable insight into their 
significance for future researchers of both political and social history. This 
SROLWLFDOKLVWRULDQ¶VUHVHDUFKZDVXQGHUWDNHQZLWKWKHLQWHQWLRQRIUHIRFXVLQJ
interest on the everyday functions of the medieval government, in effect to 
estabOLVKZKDWµPHGLHYDOSDUOLDPHQWZDVIRUDQGZKDWLWGLG¶64 'RGG¶V
comprehensive discussion of the writing and presentation of petitions made use 
of many individual petitions to highlight the main thrust of his work. But the 
study of the individual petition or petitioner and their motives and agendas, 
was considered only as supporting evidence for his detailed exploration of 
petitioning as part of the parliamentary process. However, Dodd, along with 
other historians such as Ormrod and Anthony Musson, has been at the forefront 
RIUHVHDUFKLQWRWKHSULYDWHSHWLWLRQVDVHYLGHQFHIRUDµZRUP¶VH\HYLHZ¶RI
history.65 In their joint collaboration as editors in 2009, they gathered together 
the works of several like-minded historians, as they explored the methodology 
of accessing the newly digitalised ancient petitions. 66 These included Simon 
+DUULV¶VVWXG\RISHWLWLRQVSUHVHQWHGGXULQJWKHSHULRGLPPHGLDWHO\EHIRUHWKH
GHSRVLWLRQDQG6KHODJK6QHGGRQ¶VZRUNRQWKHODQJXDJHDQGGDWLQJRI
                                                 
62
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 1-2. 
63
 Ibid., pp. 1-2.  
64
 Ibid., p. 9.  
65
 :02UPURGµ,QWURGXFWLRQ0HGLHYDO3HWLWLRQVLQ&RQWH[W¶LQ2UPURG'RGGDQG
Musson, Medieval Petitions: Grace and Grievance, p. 3. 
66
 Ormrod, Dodd and Musson, Medieval Petitions: Grace and Grievance. 
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petitions.67 Both articles illustrate the value of the content of the petitions as a 
source to enhance our knowledge of the impact of political and social crises for 
WKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWV7KH\ZHUHQHYHUWKHOHVVRQFHDJDLQSUHGRPLQDQWO\
focussed on an assessment of their place in the development of the 
parliamentary process.68 The aim of this study is to extend the already 
extensive research done on the history and evolution of the petitioning process 
E\DFFHVVLQJWKHRWKHUZLVHXQKHDUGYRLFHRIWKHPDMRULW\RIWKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWV
essentially refocusing on the experiences and viewpoints of the petitioners 
rather than that of the petitioned.  
The petitioning process was primarily used when recourse through 
normal channels of justice had been exhausted.69 It could be argued that 
virtually all petitions fell into two categories: either they were requests for the 
NLQJ¶VMXVWLFHVXFKDVIRUWKHUHWXUQRIODQGVJRRGVRUSD\PHQWRIGHEWVRU
WKH\ZHUHPDWWHUVUHTXLULQJWKHNLQJ¶VJUDFHVXFKDVJUDQWVRIRIILce, living, 
ancestral privileges or of pardon.70 The hearing of petitions was deemed so 
central to the successful function of royal justice that their consideration was 
included in the New Ordinances imposed on Edward II in 1311. 71 As an 
intrinsic part of the role of the king, a failure to hear petitions was considered 
one of the shortcomings of royal government and of the king himself. The 
evidence of the petitions therefore open up a fresh avenue to assess the diverse 
FRQFHUQVRIWKHPDQ\RIWKHNLQJ¶VVXEjects, as well as illustrating those 
PRPHQWVRISROLWLFDOFULVLVRUFKDQJHZKLFKPDNHXSWKHµJULVW¶RIPDQ\
academic works about this period.  
 
Chapter One will consider the fallout of the rebellion of Thomas of 
Lancaster through a consideration of the private petitions presented in the 
years surrounding Lancaster's execution in 1322. The chapter will discuss 
changes in the nature, language and frequency of those complaints which 
made use of Lancaster's name either directly or indirectly to illustrate the 
                                                 
67
 6-+DUULVµ7DNLQJ<RXU&KDQFHV3HWLWLRQLQJLn the Last Years of Edward II and 
WKH)LUVW<HDUVRI(GZDUG,,,¶LQ2UPURG'RGGDQG0XVVRQMedieval Petitions: 
Grace and Grievance, pp. 173-6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV¶SS-205. 
68
 2UPURGµ0XUPXU&ODPRXUDQG1RLVH¶SS-155. 
69
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 2.  
70
 Ibid., pp. 1-2. See Appendix A for a breakdown of these different types of petition. 
71
 M. Prestwich, Plantagenet England, 1225-1360 (Oxford, 2005), p. 181. 
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political and social reverberations of the rebellion. The influence of Lancaster 
as the most significant landowner of the period after the king will also be 
considered, as the evidence of the petitions reveals the consequences of his 
downfall on his many tenants. This will be done in order to establish if this 
VRXUFHVXSSRUWVWKHLGHDWKDWLQDGGLWLRQWRWKH/DQFDVWULDQUHEHOVWKHNLQJ¶V
VXEMHFWVDOVRIHOWWKHUHSHUFXVVLRQVRI(GZDUG,,¶VVR-called retribution. The 
chapter will also include a discussion of the apparent metamorphosis of 
Thomas of Lancaster from his having been found guilty and executed as a 
traitor to his being the focus of significant and enduring spiritual veneration.72  
The period following Thomas of Lancaster's rebellion and execution 
has become synonymous with the increasing power of Hugh Despenser the 
younger and his father, Hugh Despenser the elder, and their influence over 
Edward II.  Therefore, the second chapter will consider the careers of these two 
men, again through the perception of the petitioners. The English monarchy 
ZDVEDVHGRQWKHRFUDWLFSULQFLSOHVZKLFKVWDWHGWKDWWKHNLQJ¶VSRZHUZDV
God-given, but which was limited through the law and the rights of his 
subjects.73 Therefore if the monarch, as a representative of God, was above 
criticism but there were problems with his government, then the fault could not 
EHWKHNLQJ¶V7KHXVXDOVFDSHJRDWIRUWKLVUROHZDVKLVDGYLVRUVDQG
counsellors. 74 The importance of the concept was underlined by its inclusion in 
the terms of the Ordinances, which made the closest royal advisors responsible 
to their fellow councillors, parliament and ultimately to the law.75  This concept 
ZDVH[HPSOLILHGLQWKHWHUPVRIWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶EULHIH[LOHLQ7KH\ZHUH
accused of extortion, breaking the laws of the land and ultimately, and perhaps 
PRVWWHOOLQJO\IRUWKHLUHYHQWXDOIDWHWKH\ZHUHDFFXVHGRIXVXUSLQJWKHEDURQV¶
                                                 
72
 For a discussion of the nature of political sainthood see: S. Walker, µ3ROLWLFDO6DLQWV
LQ/DWHU0HGLHYDO(QJODQG¶LQ0-%UDGGLFNHGPolitical Culture in Later 
Medieval England, Essays by Simon Walker (Manchester, 2006), pp. 198-222. 
73
 5RVHQWKDOµ7KH.LQJ¶V³:LFNHG$GYLVHUV´¶S 
74
 Rosenthall explained that this idea was in itself the basis of a paradox; a wicked 
king could only chose advisors who were wicked, but kings who listened to wicked 
advisors were destined to become wicked kings: Ibid., pp. 600, 614. 
75
 7KH2UGLQDQFHVVWDWHGµ:KHUHDVWKHNLQJ«KDVEHHQ badly advised and guided by 
evil councillors, we ordain that all the evil councillors shall be put out and utterly 
removed, so that neither they nor other such persons shall be near him or shall be 
retained in any office under the king; and that other persons who are fit shall be put in 
WKHLUSODFHV¶ Rot. Parl., vol. 1, pp. 281-5RVHQWKDOµ7KH.LQJ¶Vµ:LFNHG
$GYLVHUV¶¶¶S 
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role, that of most trusted counsellors to the king.76 The two Despensers remain 
the archetypal wicked advisors. But the use of WKHWHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶LV
problematic. Its use due to the similarity of their names, suggests joint motives 
and actions that are difficult to assess.  Therefore any evidence of complicity 
between the two men which would support this concept will be sought. The 
chapter will also consider the contents of the petitions directly relating to the 
actions of the two Despensers individually; concluding with a general 
deliberation of the actions and reactions of the ordinary petitioner to the so-
FDOOHGµ'HVSHQVHU DVFHQGDQF\¶ERWKEHIRUHDQGDIWHUWKHLUGRZQIDOO 
Edward II was to end his reign ignominiously, a victim of alleged 
cuckoldry, deposition and probable murder through the collaboration of his 
queen and his nobles. He has been depicted as having deviated so thoroughly 
from the accepted norms and standards of fourteenth century perceptions of 
kingship that it had left no alternative but his physical removal. This was 
neatly outlined by Phillips, who explained that medieval kings were expected 
to adhere to a prescribed set of rules, and that Edward II had thoroughly 
µIORXWHGWKHVHHOHPHQWDU\UXOHV«DQGVXIIHUHGWKHFRQVHTXHQFHV¶77 Therefore 
the third chapter will consider the petitions presented in the transition period 
of the deposition in order to illustrate the reaction of the general public to the 
UHPRYDORI(GZDUG,,,WZLOODOVRFRQVLGHUWKHFDUHHUVRI(GZDUG,,¶VTXHHQ
Isabella, and her associate Roger Mortimer of Wigmore, both before, during 
and after their regency. The chapter is split into two sections. The first 
considers the career of Roger Mortimer including the period before his 
alliance with Queen Isabella, his rebellion against Edward II in 1322, his 
subsequent surrender, imprisonment and escape, along with his eventual re-
HPHUJHQFHDVµNLQJLQDOOEXWQDPH¶78 The second section will consider the 
career of Queen Isabella from the period of her being regarded as a faithful 
wife and queen to the successful removal of Edward II through deposition and 
                                                 
76
 M. -/DZUHQFHµ5LVHRID5R\DO)DYRXULWHWKH(DUO\&DUHHURI+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKH
(OGHU¶LQ*'RGGDQG$0XVVRQHGVThe Reign of Edward II: New Perspectives 
:RRGEULGJHS7KLVLVDOVRGLVFXVVHGLQ%:LONLQVRQµ7KH6KHUEXUQ
,QGHQWXUHDQGWKH$WWDFNRQWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶EHR (1948), 63, 1-28; M. C. 
3UHVWZLFKµ7KH&KDUJHV$JDLQVWWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶BIHR (1985), 58, 95-100.  
77
 Phillips, Aymer de Valence, Earl of Pembroke, p. 290. 
78
 LanercostS'DYLHVµ5RJHU0RUWLPHU¶ODNB; Ormrod, Edward III (2005), 
p. 16. 
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probable murder. Her alleged adulterous relationship with Roger Mortimer 
and the period of the regency will be discussed to establish if, through the 
content of the petitions, it can be shown that she had earned the modern 
VREULTXHWVRIµWKHQHZ-H]HEHO¶RUWKHµVKH-ZROI¶.79
                                                 
79
 Doherty, Isabella and the Strange Death of Edward II, pp. 22, 49. 
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CHAPTER 1: THOMAS, 2ND EARL OF LANCASTER  
1.1 A Loyal Cousin and Traitor? 
 
At the beginning of the reign of Edward II, Thomas, 2nd earl of 
Lancaster did not conform to the archetypical model of an opponent to the 
Crown. He was born c.1278, the grandson of Henry III, nephew of Edward I, 
and cousin to Edward II. On his maternal side he was the grandson of Louis 
VIII of France and grand-nephew of Louis IX.1 To further complicate the 
IDPLOLDOUHODWLRQVKLSKHZDVDOVRWKHXQFOHRI,VDEHOOD(GZDUG,,¶VTXHHQ, 
being the half-brother of her mother, Jeanne, queen of Navarre.2 His royal 
lineage was therefore impeccable. He had served Edward I loyally and was 
considered an affectionate nephew, he was also a close friend of his cousin, the 
future Edward II. He was in receipt of many royal favours during the reign of 
Edward I, including an advantageous marriage to Alice, the daughter and heir 
of Henry de Lacy, earl of Lincoln, in 1294.3 It was this marriage, rather than 
any political event, that finally transformed Lancaster into the most powerful 
earl and landowner in the realm. On the death of his father-in-law in February 
1311, he went on to inherit a further two earldoms, placing him in an 
overwhelmingly dominant position amongst the landed gentry which, 
according WR-RKQ0DGGLFRWWµSHUKDSV«UHLQIRUFH>HG@«KLVHPHUJLQJ
leadership¶.4 'XULQJWKHILUVW\HDUVRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ/DQFDVWHUUHPDLQHG
FORVHWRKLVFRXVLQJDLQLQJPDQ\DZDUGVIURPWKHQHZNLQJLQFOXGLQJµWKH
PRVWLPSRUWDQWDQGPRVWSRUWHQWRXV¶UROHRIthe Stewardship of England.5 The 
restoration of this defunct position may be considered to have been the final 
impetus for Lancaster becoming the main figurehead for baronial reform in 
(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ7KLVLPDJHLVVXSSRUWHGE\WKHSUR-Edwardian author of the 
                                                 
1
 J. R. 0DGGLFRWWµ7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU6HFRQG(DUORI/DQFDVWHU6HFRQG(DUORI
Leicester, and Earl of Lincoln, Magnate (c.1278±¶ODNB. 
2
 3DUVRQVµ,VDEHOOD4XHHQRI(QJODQG¶ODNB. 
3
 R. Somerville,  History of the Duchy of Lancaster, vol. 1, 1265-1603 (London, 1953-
1970), pp. 18-19. 
4
 Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster, pp. 8-10. 
5
 0DGGLFRWWµ7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU6HFRQG(DUORI/DQFDVWHU¶, ODNB. The role of 
6WHZDUGKDGWUDGLWLRQDOO\EHHQDSSXUWHQDQWWRWKHWLWOHRIHDUORI/HLFHVWHU/DQFDVWHU¶V
IDWKHUKDGQRWXVHGWKHWLWOHDQGLWKDGJRQHLQWRDEH\DQFHZLWKWKHILUVWHDUO¶VGHDWK/
W. V. Harcourt, His Grace the Steward and Trial of Peers (London, 1907),  pp. 138-
153; Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster, 1307-1322, pp. 76-77. 
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Vita Edwardi Secundi ZKRZULWLQJDERXW/DQFDVWHULQVWDWHGWKDWµE\
UHDVRQRIKLVRIILFHRI6WHZDUGRI(QJODQG¶KHVDZLWDVKLVUROHWRµORRNDIWHU
WKHLQWHUHVWVRIWKHUHDOP¶6  
%\WKHUHLVHYLGHQFHRIDµIDOOLQJRXW¶EHWZHHQWKHFRXVLns, 
resulting in a dramatic breakdown in their relationship that was never fully 
resolved.7 Lancaster was to be beheaded some fifteen years later, in 1322, the 
first member of the English royal family to be executed, having been 
convicted of treason, murder, robbery, negotiating with that recurrent enemy, 
the Scots, and numerous other transgressions; only his royal lineage saving 
KLPIURPDWUDLWRU¶VGHDWKµIRUFDXVHDQGORYHRI>KLV@OLQHDJH¶8 However, 
after his execution, Lancaster underwent something of a rehabilitation, with 
the posthumous reversal of his conviction and the recovery of his lands and 
titles by Henry, his brother and heir.9 He was also to become the focus for 
popular veneration and several appeals for canonisation, notably from Edward 
III himself.10 
This chapter will consider how Lancaster was depicted in the petitions 
and if, through these complaints and claims, it can be shown if the petitioners 
H[SORLWHG/DQFDVWHU¶VGUDPDWLFWUDQVIRUPDWLRQIURPKLVEHLQJQDPHGDVD
traitor to his being proposed for sainthood. It will illustrate how the petitions 
UHIOHFWHGWKHSROLWLFDODQGVRFLDOUHYHUEHUDWLRQVRI/DQFDVWHU¶VUHEHOOLRQDQGKLV
changing reputation in the ensuing years. This will be done through a 
discussion of the petitions, both directly and indirectly related to Lancaster, 
                                                 
6
 Vita Edwardi Secundi, p. 244. 
7
 7KLVµEUHDNGRZQ¶FDQEHGHPRQVWUDWHGWKURXJK/DQFDVWHUKDYLQJFHDVHGZLWQHVVLQJ
royal charters (up until this point he had acted as a witness more than any other earl). 
He did not act as a witness again until March 1310. His disfavour was further 
underlined by his self imposed exile to his northern estates, this withdrawal making 
WKHµTXDUUHO¶VHOI-SHUSHWXDWLQJDV/DQFDVWHUµZKLOHKHZDVVXONLQJRQKLVRZQHVWDWHV¶
was unable to make any rapprochement to the king: Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster, 
1307-1322, pp. 76, 92±$.LQJµ7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU¶V)LUVW4XDUUHOZLWK
(GZDUG,,¶LQ:02UPURGHGFourteenth-Century England III (Woodbridge, 
2004), pp. 33, 39. 
8
 For a record of the indictment against Lancaster see: H. T. Riley (ed.) µJohannis de 
Trokelowe¶, in Chronica et Annales), pp. 112-124; Rymer's Foedera, pp. 215-216; 
Brut, p. 222; Lanercost, pp. 234-235. 
9
 6/:DXJKµ+HQU\RI/DQFDVWer, Third Earl of Lancaster and Third Earl of 
Leicester (c.1280±1345)¶ ODNB; Rot. Parl., vol. 2, pp. 3-5. 
10
 Braddick, Political Culture, pp. 198--07KHLOPDQµ3ROLWLFDO&DQRQL]DWLRQ
DQG3ROLWLFDO6\PEROLVPLQ0HGLHYDO(QJODQG¶The Journal of British Studies (1990), 
29, 241-266, p. 251; %RWKZHOOµ7KH0RUH7KLQJV&KDQJH¶ pp. 73-74. 
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presented from c.1320 to the period of the deposition. This will be followed by 
a consideration of those petitions presented during the reign of Edward III, 
both during the period of the regency of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer 
DQGWKHILUVW\HDUVRIWKHQHZNLQJ¶VPDMRULW\UXOHXSXQWLOF 
 
 
 
Graph 1.1: The Distribution of petitions relating to Thomas, 2nd earl of Lancaster. 
 
 
Graph 1.1 illustrates the distribution of the petitions related to Thomas 
of Lancaster in the period c.1320 to 1335.11  One is immediately able to see 
from this graph that the majority of the petitions were presented in the period 
1320-1326. One can further pin-point the majority of these petitions to 1322, 
wLWKQLQHW\SHWLWLRQVRYHUDOOEHLQJGDWHDEOHWRWKHSHULRGRI/DQFDVWHU¶V
rebellion and subsequent execution.12 That there were so many petitions 
brought in the immediate aftermath of the downfall of such an extensive 
landowner may perhaps appear unsurprising, especially when both parliaments 
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RIKHOGLQ0D\DQG1RYHPEHUZHUHDIWHU/DQFDVWHU¶VFDSWXUHµVKRZ
WULDO¶DQGH[HFXWLRQZKLFKKDGWDNHQSODFHLQ0DUFKRIWKHVDPH\HDU13  
Death of a Royal Cousin and a Council of War 
 
After years spent struggling to maintain control over his barons, Edward II had 
been forced to take military action against them. On March 11, 1322, having 
taken counsel with his earls, the king declared his cousin, Thomas, earl of 
Lancaster, to be a traitor along with his allies, the so-called Contrariants.14 
This culminated at the battle of Boroughbridge in the same month, when the 
Contrariant forces, led by Lancaster were thoroughly routed. After his capture, 
Lancaster was put on trial, but accorded no chance to defend himself. He was 
subsequently found guilty of treason and sentenced to be hanged, drawn and 
beheaded.15 The earl, according to the Flores Historiarum, made no protest at 
his sentence (non contendit neque clamavit).16  The sentence was commuted to 
merely beheading, perhaps as the result of a plea from his niece, Queen 
Isabella.17 +HZDVWDNHQWRDQLJQREOHH[HFXWLRQµVLWWLQJRQDGHVSLFDEOHDVV
FORWKHGRQO\LQDVKDE\WXQLF¶18 With the final defeat of his cousin, Edward II 
is reported to have followed this victory with a series of bloody, and vengeful 
executions, alongside a programme of imprisonments, crushing fines and 
major land confiscations against the surviving rebel forces.19 
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 Dodd, Justice and Grace, passim0DGGLFRWWµ7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU6HFRQG(DUORI
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This watershed moment was to be confirmed and duly celebrated at the 
next parliament, held at York, in May of 1322.20 Edward II, like many other 
kings, had always bemoaned the necessity of holding parliaments, cancelling 
and postponing them whenever possible.21 This did not change, even at the 
long awaited moment of the defeat of Thomas of Lancaster, when there is 
record of Edward II demanding that the council arrange for as much of the 
EXVLQHVVRIWKH0D\SDUOLDPHQWWREHFRQGXFWHGEHIRUHKDQGVRWKDWWKHµSHRSOH
ZKRFRPHWRWKHSDUOLDPHQW>FDQ@GHSDUWWKHVRRQHU¶pur plus tost deliuerer le 
poeple qui viegnent au parlement). 22 7KRVHµSHRSOHZKRFRPHWRWKH
SDUOLDPHQW¶SUHVXPDEO\LQFOXGHGKLPVHOI 
The writs of summons to the 1322 parliament had been drafted and 
LVVXHGDW'HUE\RQ0DUFKHYHQEHIRUH/DQFDVWHU¶V defeat and death.23 
The writ announced that the business of parliament would be to deal with 
µYDULRXVDUGXRXVDIIDLUV«WRXFKLQJWKHNLQJDQGWKHVWDWHRIWKHNLQJGRP¶24  
%XWZLWK/DQFDVWHU¶VGHIHDWWKHDJHQGDRIWKLVSDUOLDPHQWZDVILUVWDQG
foremost to revoke the Ordinances, so beloved of Lancaster and so hated by the 
NLQJ7KLVZDVGRQHWKURXJKWKH6WDWXWHRI<RUNZKLFKVWDWHGWKDWµDOOWKH
WKLQJVRUGDLQHG«E\WKHVDLG2UGDLQHUV«VKDOOKHQFHIRUWKDQGIRUHYHUFHDVH¶
this revocation was to be announced by VKHULIIVWKURXJKRXW(QJODQGLQµIXOO
FRXQW\FRXUW¶25  The revocation was not unexpected, as the king had only ever 
DJUHHGWRWKH2UGLQDQFHV¶FRPSOHWHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQIRUVKRUWSHULRGVRIWLPH
and only under compulsion.26  But the rejection of the Ordinances was also a 
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 $OWKRXJKWKHUHLVQRVXUYLYLQJµUROO¶IRUWKLVLPSRUWDQWSDUOLDPHQWWKHPDLQSRLQWV
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politically astute move by Edward II, and may be interpreted as part of an 
overall strategy to discredit the newly executed Lancaster through his long 
insistence on their strict observance. There is no surviving parliament roll for 
the parliament of May 1322, but there is evidence of numerous petitions being 
SUHVHQWHGµRQSULYDWHULJKWV¶WKHGLVSDWFKRIZKLFKFDQEHVKRZQWRKDYHJRQH
on until after July 7.27 *ZLO\P'RGG¶VZRUNRQWKHXVHRIWKHZDUUDQW\QRWH
(per peticionum de Consilio) as evidence of the rate of petitioning is an 
invaluable approach to determining the level of petitionary business.28 These 
ZDUUDQW\QRWHVZHUHHVVHQWLDOO\DGGHGWRFKDQFHU\UHFRUGVWRQRWHWKDWµDQ
action of government had been authorised by a petition expedited by the 
FRXQFLO¶29 Dodd declared that the proof of this lay in the fact that these 
ZDUUDQW\QRWHVDSSHDUHGWRµFOXVWHU¶DWPRPHQWVZKHQSDUOLDPHQWZDVLQ
session or had recently ended.30  
7KDWWKHUHZHUHVRPDQ\SHWLWLRQVKHDUGLQWKHDIWHUPDWKRI/DQFDVWHU¶V
execution, when parliamentary business must have been overshadowed by 
/DQFDVWHU¶VUHEHOOLRQDQGPLOLWDU\FRQFHUQVFUHDWHGE\WKHFRQWLQXLQJZDUZLWK
WKH6FRWVFDQSHUKDSVEHVDLGWRFRQILUP'RGG¶VFRQFHSWRIWKHµSROLWLFDORUGHU
and administrative normaliW\¶WKDWZDVEURXJKWWRJRYHUQPHQWLQWKHSRVW-1322 
era.31  However, it could also be argued that the application of the Ordinances 
had hindered the application of royal justice, virtually replacing the king as the 
accepted centre of the political system; aQGWKDWZLWK/DQFDVWHU¶VGHDWKDQGWKH
2UGLQDQFHV¶UHSHDOFRQWURORISDUOLDPHQWKDGEHHQUHWXUQHGWRWKHNLQJ
allowing him to channel his energies into the dispensation of justice rather than 
the continued political wrangling that had up to that point defined his reign.32 
This is supported by the evidence of a petition, presented in 1324, which noted 
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WKDWWKHNLQJLQVLVWHGWKDWKHKHDUDOOSHWLWLRQVZKHQµLQWLPHVSDVW¶DSHWLWLRQHU
could appeal direct to chancery.33  
The parliament of 1322 also confirmed the legal process against 
Lancaster. Despite the nature of his familial position, his execution may have 
been seen as a suitable end for one who had risen against his king and had, 
allegedly, been in treasonous correspondence with the Scottish king, Robert 
Bruce.34 The executions and the confiscations of the lands and goods of the 
Lancastrian rebels are confirmed in the petitions of this period. These range 
from the complaints of the family of such important political figures as Roger 
'¶$PRU\DNLQJ¶VPDQand former royal favourite, who described how he had 
been forced into collusion with Lancaster through the expansionist ambitions 
of the two Despensers; to the petition of Thomas Toky and William de 
Tyderyngton, gaoled for allegedly pasturing eight oxen (oyt beofs) belonging to 
an alleged Contrariant.35  
One unusual petition, illustrating how the Contrariants were pursued 
after the battle of Boroughbridge, and made from the viewpoint of those 
RUGHUHGWRSXUVXHWKHPZDVEURXJKWE\µ-RKQ)OHP\QJDQGWKHRWKHUs who had 
EHHQLQGLFWHGZLWKKLPDW:LJDQ¶LQ36 This petition described how 
)OHP\QJKDGEHHQFKDUJHGZLWKWKHWKHIWRIDUPRXUKRUVHVDQGRWKHUµFKDWWHOV¶
taken from the rebels which they had pursued and captured after 
%RURXJKEULGJH7KHSHWLWLRQV¶HQdorsement, ending coram rege, shows that 
these men were heard before the king himself, although no other record exists 
of their fate. From the nature of the complaint it is clear that the punishment of 
WKH&RQWUDULDQWVZDVQRWWREHDµIUHH-for-DOO¶EXWrather part of an official 
tracking down of the rebels, led by the king. However, this does not challenge 
or negate the theory of Edward II being guilty of acts of vengeance against the 
Contrariants. 
Another, and perhaps more telling, petition regarding the fate of the 
Contrariants in the aftermath of the rebellion records the fortunes of one of 
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those Lancastrian supporters who chose to flee after the battle of 
Boroughbridge. The complaint of John de St Mark brought in c.1324-1325 
recorded accusations against Robert de Veer of Sudborough, who was 
outlawed after the battle due to his support of the Lancastrian cause.37  It 
GHVFULEHGKRZLPPHGLDWHO\DIWHUWKHEDWWOHRI%RURXJKEULGJH9HHUKDGµOLYHG
E\UREEHU\LQWKHZRRGV¶DQGZDVDSSDUHQWO\VWLOODWODUJHLQ 1324-1325, when 
he was accused of having accroached on royal power, in a period St Mark 
WHUPHGDµWLPHRISHDFH¶DFURVFKPHQW«URLOSRZHUHQWHPSVGHSHDV).38 Veer 
had done this by leading a force of thirty men in Northamptonshire.39 The 
accusation of accroDFKPHQWPD\ZHOOKDYHEHHQPDGHWREROVWHU6W0DUN¶V
claim as it reflected one of the main charges made against Lancaster and was 
considered a political crime rather than one being covered by common law.40 
According to J. G. Bellamy, the accusation that Robert de Veer rode out with 
thirty men would have made him guilty of at least lèse-majesté or even treason 
DQGLQFLGHQWDOO\RUPD\EHQRWLQFLGHQWDOO\HFKRHGWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶
accusation against the rebels.41 The petition was endorsed with two orders; the 
first recommended that the petitioner should sue at common law with regard to 
the attacks Veer and his men made against him; the second, going some way to 
confirm the above theory, is that the accusation made against Veer of having 
accroached royal power should be investigated by the justices Walter de 
Frisken and Robert de Malberthorpe. This petition does not confirm the notion 
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made in March 1322: CPR, 1321-1324, p. 82; CFR, 1319-1327, p. 112; Robert de 
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of the rebels being mistreated in the aftermath of the rebellion, although the 
endorsement shows, perhaps not unexpectedly, that there was to be an 
investigation into the accusation of Veer having accroached royal power. There 
is no suggestion that Veer was to be maliciously pursued due to his support of 
Thomas of Lancaster.  The petitions of John St Mark and John Flemyng, 
discussed above, both illustrate complaints made in the aftermath of 
/DQFDVWHU¶VUHEHOOLRQZLWKDQµRIILFLDO¶DFFRXQWRIHYHQWVEHLQJXVHGWRIXUWKHU
the agenda of the petitioner. 
Because of their nature as formal legal documents there are few 
petitions that can be shown to reflect the actual personality of Lancaster, with 
SHUKDSVRQO\RQHLOOXVWUDWLQJDQ\SHUVRQDOREVHUYDWLRQRIWKHHDUO¶VSULYDWH
beliefs.42 This petition, presented between 1322 and 1327 by Hamond de 
+HVVD\RI<RUNUHODWHVWRWKHSHULRGRI/DQFDVWHU¶s final imprisonment, with 
WKHSHWLWLRQGHVFULELQJKRZ/DQFDVWHUZDVVXUURXQGHGE\WKHNLQJ¶VPHQde 
gentz nostre seigneur le roy) before his execution. The petitioner included the 
SHUVRQDOQDPHVRIVHYHUDORIWKHVHµgentz¶%HUQDUG3\OHJU\P'RP\QLF
JohDQ%HUQDUG%UXFH«ZKLFKLQGLFDWHVWKDWKHZDVLQGHHGDPHPEHURIWKH
party holding the disgraced earl. The petition concerns the return of a French 
Bible (Bible de Fraunceys) that the petitioner had loaned to Lancaster. A 
discussion concerning the significance of this petition by R. L. Atkinson, is 
illustrative of how the petitions have been under-utilised in the past. Writing in 
the early twentieth century, Atkinson considered this petition from the context 
of the existence of vernacular Bibles before the period of the Lollard 
movement.43 However, there is far more information one may gather from this 
SHWLWLRQ)RUH[DPSOHLWFRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGDVIXUWKHUHYLGHQFHRI/DQFDVWHU¶V
personal piety, which Maddicott described as being more than customary, as 
well as illustrative of the social mores of the period.44 Another element of this 
petition is its inferred information about the manner in which Lancaster was 
held after his defeat. For example the petition recorded that Lancaster had the 
services of a confessor. This infers that, as a leading member of the royal 
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family, he was able to maintain the levels of personal service expected of such 
an important man. The loan of this vernacular Bible also suggests that 
Lancaster was allowed to carry on his own personal devotions. It also infers 
that he was housed in a manner in which he could read the said Bible, again 
this is indicative of some level of comfort. The petitioner went on to state that 
/DQFDVWHUKDGUHDVVXUHGKLPµDWWKHWLPHRIKLVGHDWK¶WKDWKLVFRnfessor would 
return the Bible to him, (le quel Thomas eynz son moriaunt charga frer Thomas 
GH+RWKRPVRQFRQIHVVRU« la deliveraunce du dit liver). The petitioner showed 
no hesitation in stating that he had loaned the Bible to the earl, indicating that 
this act of kindness would not have been censured by the king. Equally Hessay 
had no hesitation in admitting his role in the incarceration of Lancaster, 
LQGLFDWLQJWKDWWKHHDUO¶VH[HFXWLRQZDVVWLOOFRQVLGHUHGMXVWDQGWKDWKLV
reputation had not, as yet, undergone the transformation that was to take place 
in the following years.  
,PPHGLDWHO\DIWHU/DQFDVWHU¶VGHDWK(GZDUG,,KDGEHJXQWRPDNH
µSUDFWLFDODUUDQJHPHQWV¶IRUDUHQHZHG6FRWWLVKFDPSDLJQ45 Although there is 
no evidence of any demand for additional taxation from the laity at the 
parliament of May 1322, there is evidence of Edward II, according to Fryde, 
µVTXHH]LQJ¶DVPXFKPLOLWDU\VHUYLFHIURPKLVVXEMHFWVDVSRVVLEOH46 The 
petitions illustrate the impact of this burdensome obligation on a nation already 
afflicted with the aftermath of famine and civil unrest.47 Portraying what must 
have been a common concern throughout the country, the plea of the 
µFRPPXQLW\RI/LQFROQVKLUH¶VWDWHGWKDWLQDGGLWLRQWRWKHLUDQLPDOVEHLQJ
afflicted with a murrain, thHLUFURSVIDLOLQJDQGEHLQJKDUDVVHGE\µWKHHQHPLHV
DQGUHEHOV¶RIWKHNLQJZKRKDGKHOGFHUWDLQSHRSOHIRUUDQVRPde moryn de 
EHVWHV«HWEOHIDLOOHHWGHVJHQW]SULVHWPLVDUDXQVRQSDUOHVHQHPLVHW
rebelles ...), they were now required to provide four thousand armed foot-
soldiers along with ten shillings per soldier for expenses (demandont du dite 
conte IIII M. homes, a pe, bien armez, de la comunalte avantdite; et estre ceo 
cheseum hommes x sou pur ses dispenses.)48 This was not the only petition 
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EURXJKWE\WKHSHRSOHRI/LQFROQVKLUHFRPSODLQLQJDERXWWKHNLQJ¶VGHPDQGV
for military aid, as the Abbot and convent of Bardney also bemoaned the straits 
WKH\ZHUHXQGHULQDWWHPSWLQJWRIXOILOWKHNLQJ¶VGHPDQGIRUPHQ49 Michael 
Powicke suggested that this petition and other complaints made at the York 
parliament may well have been the deciding factor in abandoning efforts to 
impose unpaid service in Scotland and to accept a parliamentary grant of a 
national levy for the paid service for forty days of one man from every vill.50 
However, even though this campaign had been meticulously planned, it 
was to be as disastrous for the king as his earlier forays into Scotland. The 
campaign, which began on August 12, 1322, met with massive losses, not only 
through military defeat but also because of starvation and illness.51 The 
petitions again allow one an intimate view of effect of the failure of this 
campaign on the merchant class. A petition brought by the merchant Manent 
Fraunceis, responsible for finding suppliHVIRUWKHNLQJ¶VWURRSVFDQEHVKRZQ
to refer to the failed campaign of 1322 through its content, which cites the 
HYHQWVWDNLQJSODFHLQWKHILIWHHQWK\HDURIWKHNLQJ¶VIDWKHU52 Fraunceis 
complained that, although he had supplied wheat for Scotland in the face of 
difficulties with permissions from the French king and attacks from Flemish-
backed piracy, he had never been fully recompensed. Although this petition 
was presented some years later, it remains important evidence of the crucial 
nature of the difILFXOWLHVLQVXSSO\LQJ(GZDUG,,¶VHQRUPRXVDUP\LQ6FRWODQG
This is further supported through a mandate from the king, dated April 20, 
1322, warning of the threat of Flemish piracy SUHYHQWLQJµYLFWXDOVZKLFKDUH
intended for the Scotch expedition from FRPLQJWR(QJODQG¶53 7KHSHWLWLRQ¶V
endorsement is, unusually, contemporaneously dated, and apparently dictated 
by Edward II himself, as it stated that he had witnessed it at Westminster on 
March 8, during the first year of his reign (Teste me ipso apud 
Westmonasterium, VIII Martii anno regni nostri primo). 
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0DQ\FKURQLFOHVUHFRUGHG(GZDUG,,¶VGHIHDWLQ6FRWODQGWKHFrench 
Chronicle of London FRPPHQWHGWKDWµhis people died of hunger for want of 
IRRG¶DQGWKDWµWKHNLQJKDG«VKDPHIXOO\UHWXUQHGLQWR(QJODQG¶54 Edward 
,,¶VPLOLWDU\UHSXWDWLRQUHJDLQHGLQWKHZDNHRI/DQFDVWHU¶VGHIHDWKDGRQFH
again, reached a nadir.55  This was compounded in October when the king only 
just evaded capture by the Scots, and his queen was abandoned behind enemy 
lines at Tynemouth priory.56  Edward II responded by calling another 
SDUOLDPHQWDµcolloquium et tractatum¶LQLWLDOO\IRU1RYHPEHUDW
Ripon, which was then rescheduled to be held at York.57  It is thought that the 
majority of this meeting was spent on the topLFVRIµUHFULPLQDWLRQVDQG
PRQH\¶58  Although it is not clear that this meeting was considered as a 
parliament, and there is no surviving parliamentary roll, all the persons 
required to form a parliament were present and its parliamentary status is 
further supported by the king being granted a tax of a tenth and a sixth on 
µPRYHDEOHJRRGV¶WREHFROOHFWHGLQ$SULODQG-XO\RIWKHIROORZLQJ\HDURQH
of the principle remits of parliament.59  However, whether there was also time 
for receiving or answering petitions at this parliament, which was essentially a 
council of war, and whether those wishing to present petitions knew that their 
complaints would be heard, remains unclear. There is no evidence that a 
proclamation declaring that petitionary business would be heard was made at 
this (or any other) parliament.60 This is further supported by evidence that there 
ZHUHDOVRQRDSSRLQWPHQWVRIµUHFHLYHUV¶RUµWULHUV¶PDGHLQWKH1RYHPEHU
parliaments of 1322.61 
However, it can be assumed that time for the hearing of petitions 
remained at the forefront of parliamentary business in the last years of Edward 
,,¶VUHLJQZLWKHYLGHQFHRIWKHPEHLQJµH[SHGLWHGLQODUJHQXPEHUV¶EXWRQO\
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at those parliaments which were not dominated by political conspiracies or 
when the king ZDVIRUFHGWRJLYHDWWHQWLRQWRµRWKHUPDWWHUV¶62 
1.2 Thomas of Lancaster - Saint or Sinner? 
 
&DQWKHIDOORXWRIWKLVGHILQLQJPRPHQWRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQDQGLWVLPSDFWRQ
/DQFDVWHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQEHLOOXVWUDWHGWKURXJKWKHHYLGHQFHRIWKHSHWLWLRQV"S. 
J. Harris noted that at all times in any reign there would have been many 
SHWLWLRQVIURPµWKHPRVWSRZHUIXOWRWKH>PRVW@KXPEOH¶EXWDGGHGWKDWDW
VXFKDQDEQRUPDOSHULRGDV7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU¶VGRZQIDOOWKHQXPEHURI
petitions would have been numerous.63 Graph 1.1 clearly illustrates this 
theory, with over thirty-eight per cent of the petitions relating to Lancaster 
covered by this study being presented in the parliaments of 1322.64 The 
significance of this is further highlighted when one considers that, in the 
period prior to his death, from c.1300 to c.1321, only thirteen petitions can be 
shown to directly relate to Lancaster. These earlier petitions contain useful 
HYLGHQFHWRKHOSHVWDEOLVK/DQFDVWHU¶VUHVSRQVHWRGLUHFWFRQIURQWDWLRQVZKLFK
place into context his later actions. They also reflect the political astuteness of 
the petitioners, as the petitions contain evidence of how the lower echelons of 
society sought to exploit the animosity between the king and Thomas of 
Lancaster in order to gain redress.  
This idea is clearly illustrated in those petitions which reflected the 
long term fallout of an unsuccessful uprising in Lancashire in 1315 led by Sir 
Adam Banastre. There is a string of petitions which relate to the effect of 
%DQDVWUH¶VH[HFXWLRQDQGWKHFRQILVFDWLRQVUHVXOWLQJIURPWKHXSULVLQJ 
Historians such as Conway Davies and Maddicott used the evidence of this 
UHEHOOLRQWRVXSSRUWWKHWKHRU\WKDW/DQFDVWHUZDVJXLOW\RIH[SORLWLQJµZLWK
JUHHG\YLQGLFWLYHQHVV¶WKHODQGV forfeited by his enemies. But only Davies, in 
an otherwise detailed account of the uprising, mentioned the petitions as 
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evidence of this, but he summed up the series of petitions relating to 
%DQDVWUH¶VUHEHOOLRQLQWKUHHOLQHV65  
Banastre had served in LaQFDVWHU¶VUHWLQXHIURPDVHDUO\DVDQG
was brother-in-ODZWR/DQFDVWHU¶VFKLHIUHWDLQHU5REHUW+ROODQG66 His loyalty 
had never been in doubt.67 However, according to the Vita Edwardi Secundi, in 
1315 Banastre had been accused of murder (perpetrasset homicidium.)68 It 
seems likely that this crime, coupled with the considerable animosity that had 
seemingly developed between Banastre and Holland, had forced him to commit 
to the act of rebellion against Lancaster.69 This may be explained by Banastre 
believing that an action against the earl would please the king, and therefore 
ultimately cancel out his original crime. However, the uprising failed and 
Banastre along with his supporters were executed by Lancaster, the king 
having granted him a commission of oyer and terminer to try the rebels.70 
 7KHSHWLWLRQVFOHDUO\LOOXVWUDWHWKDW%DQDVWUH¶VUHYROWEURXJKWORQJWHUP
repercussions for his family. For example, in 1318 the petition of Margaret 
%DQDVWUHVLVWHUWRWKHIDLOHGUHEHOUHTXHVWHGWKHUHOHDVHRI%DQDVWUH¶VEURWKHU
Nicholas from Pontefract castle where he had been held by Lancaster since the 
rebellion.71 %HFDXVHLWZDVSUHVHQWHGEHIRUH/DQFDVWHU¶VH[HFXWLRQWKLVSHWLWLRQ
is particularly significant as it reveals the level of power Lancaster wielded in 
the period leading up to his downfall. 7KHIDFWWKDW%DQDVWUH¶VVLVWHUFKRVHWR
appeal directly to Edward II himself suggests that she considered that there was 
no other recourse for redress above Lancaster except for the king (and indeed 
the petition was heard coram regeµE\WKHNLQJKLPVHOI¶). The petition also 
UHYHDOVWKHOHYHORILQIOXHQFHRIWKRVHLQFOXGHGLQ/DQFDVWHU¶VµLQQHUFLUFOH¶RI
retainers. Margaret Banastre appealed to the king to intercede on her behalf 
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with Lancaster through the auspices of Robert Holland, even though the 
animosity between Adam Banastre and his brother-in-law was common 
knowledge. There is no explanation recorded for this strange circumstance, but 
WKLVFDQQHYHUWKHOHVVEHXVHGWRVKRZ+ROODQG¶VSRZHUJDLQHGWKURXJKKLV
relationship with Lancaster.  
The transference of power to a retainer through their association with 
Lancaster is demonstrated in another petition relating to the rebellion of Adam 
%DQDVWUHSUHVHQWHGDIWHU/DQFDVWHU¶VGHDWKLQF72 The identity of the 
petitioner is unknown due to the petition being badly faded and partly illegible, 
but its contents relate to the imprisonment of the petitioner by Lancaster after 
%DQDVWUH¶VIDLOHGUHEHOOLRQDORQJZLWKWKHFRQILVFDWLRQRIWKHSHWLWLRQHU¶VODQG
in Aughton, Lancashire. The petitioner complained that his lands had been 
procured by Robert Holland for one of his kinsmen, Richard [Holland].73 The 
petition illustrates the unusual power held by Holland through his association 
with Lancaster, supporting the opinion given in the Brut chronicle, which 
stated WKDWµHe [Lancaster] truste more oppon him [Holland] than oppon eny 
man alive¶74 That Holland was accorded the highest trust and reliance of 
Lancaster can also be illustrated, according to Maddicott, through his suggested 
VXSHUYLVLRQRI/DQFDVWHU¶VDFTXLVLWLRQRIµGXELRXVO\DFTXLUHG¶ODQGVVXFKDV
those lost by this anonymous petitioner.75 *LYHQWKLVLPSOLHGµSDUWQHUVKLS¶
EHWZHHQ/DQFDVWHUDQG+ROODQGWKHSHWLWLRQHU¶VXVHRIWKHH[SUHVVLRQµHDUORI
Lancaster and 5REHUW+ROODQG¶DSSHDUVWRXQGHUOLQHWKHXQXVually close 
relationship between the two men.76 
Another petition EURXJKWE\$GDP%DQDVWUH¶VKHLU-RKQ, dated c.1321 
WRFZDVDQDSSHDOIRUWKHGHOD\HGUHVWLWXWLRQRIWKHµJRRGVDQGFKDWWHOV¶
RI$GDP%DQDVWUHWDNHQE\µdivers gentz de Lancastreshire¶77 John Banastre 
described the forfeiture as having taken place after the failed revolt. The 
petition began by stating that Adam Banastre along with his co-conspirator 
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µ+HQU\GX/HH¶ZDVSXWWRGHDWKE\7KRPDVIRUPHUO\HDUORI/DQFDVWHUmis 
mort par Thomas, jadis Counte de Lancastre).78 %DQDVWUH¶VKHLUVSRNHRIWKH
execution of his father mildly, but allowed no misreading of the event; one is 
OHIWZLWKQRGRXEWRIKLVEHOLHILQ/DQFDVWHU¶VSDUWLFLSDWLRQDQGJXLOWLQWKH
pursuit and death of his father. The petition also reveals that John Banastre felt 
that he could not receive redress until after the death of Lancaster (en la vie le 
dit Thomas nul remedi avoir7KLVVWDWHPHQWHFKRHGRWKHUSHWLWLRQHUV¶
accusations, discussed later, that Lancaster was guilty of suppressing the 
&URZQ¶VULJKWWRDGPLQLVWHUMXVWLFHDQGSHUKDSVLVLQGLFDWLYHRIWKHH[WHQWRI
/DQFDVWHU¶VDXWRQRP\RQKLVRZQHVWDWHV+RZHYHURQHPXVWDOVRJLYH
consideration to the theory that the statement was an example of the petitioner 
politiciVLQJKLVSHWLWLRQE\HPSKDVLVLQJ/DQFDVWHU¶VPLVXVHRISRZHULQRUGHU
to stress his own vulnerability.79 This would, however, been an uncertain 
strategy unless it was accompanied by the general acceptance of the idea of 
/DQFDVWHU¶VVXSSUHVVLRQDQGVXEYHUVLRQRIWKH&URZQ¶VSUHURJDWLYHWR
administer justice. The petition ended with a request for redress through a grant 
RIµDFRPPLVVLRQRIFHUWDLQSHRSOH¶WRHQTXLUHLQWRKLV>-RKQGH%DQDVWUH¶V@
claim. The petition was endorsed with a recommendation that the petitioner 
VKRXOGKDYHDZULWRIWUHVSDVVDJDLQVWWKRVHSUHVXPDEO\VDPHµdivers gentz¶ 
:KDWHYHUWKHSROLWLFDORUSHUVRQDOLPSOLFDWLRQVRI/DQFDVWHU¶VGHDWK
were for Edward II and the monarchy, what the evidence of the increase in 
petitioning after the downfall of Lancaster does illustrate is an unprecedented 
LQFUHDVHLQWKHGHPDQGIRUMXVWLFHIURP(GZDUG¶VVXEMHFWV$VXUJHLQSHWLWLRQV
UHODWHGWR/DQFDVWHU¶VGRZQIDOOLVKDUGO\VXUSULVLQJZKHQRQHFRQVLGHUVWKH
H[WHQWRI/DQFDVWHU¶VODQGKROGLQJV/DQFDster, through inheritance and 
marriage held vast tracts of land throughout the country, but concentrated in 
the north.80 7KHVFDOHDQGLPSRUWDQFHRI/DQFDVWHU¶VUHVRXUFHVZHUHGHVFULEHG
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by the author of the Vita Edwardi SecundiZKRVWDWHGWKDWE\µWKHVL]H of his 
>/DQFDVWHU¶V@SDWULPRQ\\RX>FRXOG@DVVHVVKLVSRZHU¶KLVODQGHGUHVRXUFHV
ZHUHVHFRQGRQO\WRWKHNLQJ¶V81  However, the evidence of the petitions 
shows that there were numerous complaints produced by the many 
bureaucratic problems created by such a massive change in ownership, and 
that they were in spite of experience gained of other, though significantly 
VPDOOHUFRQILVFDWLRQVGXULQJ(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ82 These previous 
confiscations had taught the king the importance of establishing a localised 
administrative system made up of so-FDOOHGµNHHSHUV¶IRUFRQILVFDWHGODQGV
But unlike these earlier reasonably discreet confiscations, the acquisitions after 
the Lancaster rebellion were numerous, scattered throughout England, of a 
diverse nature, and often entangled in both local and national tenurial 
REOLJDWLRQV$OWKRXJKWKHVHµNHHSHUV¶ZHUHRQO\UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHLURZQ
areas and even rendered their accounts locally, the volume of the confiscations 
created major problems for these overstretched administrators.83 This is 
illustrated in the petition of Alan de Cobeldyk, keeper of forfeited lands in 
Lincolnshire whose petition, presented in 1322, complained that he had to 
µKROGWKLUW\FRXUWVDQGPRUH¶LQWKHFRXQW\DQGYRLFHGKLVFRQFHUQVWKDWWKHUH
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would be problems with the collection of due monies if a receiver was not 
appointed to aid the process.84 Unfortunately we do not know how this 
complaint was received, as there is no recorded endorsement. However, this 
illustration of an overworked official and the resultant probable administrative 
backlog may be one explanation why so many complainants chose to take the 
route of petitioning the Crown to gain redress in this period.  
A typical example of recourse to the petitioning process, when an 
appeal for a soOXWLRQWRWKHLUJULHYDQFHWRWKHµNHHSHU¶UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKH
forfeited lands would perhaps have been the more usual route, is the petition 
of Alan de Claxeby, Ralph West and William atte Kyrke, woodsmen of 
Lincolnshire.85  Presented at the height of the influx of petitions relating to the 
fall of Lancaster in c.1322, they described how they had bought a quantity of 
woodland from Lancaster three years before his death, but had been hindered 
IURPVWULSSLQJWKHZRRGODQGE\WKHNLQJ¶VEDLOLIIVDIWHU/DQFDVWHU¶V downfall. 
7KH\SHWLWLRQHGIRUUHVWLWXWLRQRIPRQLHVLQRUGHUWKDWµWKH\DQGWKHLUFKLOGUHQ¶
were not made destitute.  These petitioners clearly thought they would achieve 
redress more quickly if they were to by-pass the keeper dealing with forfeited 
lands in Lincolnshire and appeal to the king directly.  The petitioners gained a 
mixed response to their request.  The section of their complaint pertaining to 
WKHLUDFWLRQVEHIRUH/DQFDVWHU¶VIDOOVHHPLQJO\QHHGHGQRIXUWKHUSURFHVVRU
endorsement by the king, the woodsmen being granted their request.  
+RZHYHUIRUWKHVHFRQGSDUWRIWKHFRPSODLQWZKLFKUHIHUUHGWRWKHNLQJ¶V
bailiffs having hindered them from cutting the remaining timber, the 
endorsement suggested that the king wished to retain the wood.  The response 
stated that the king was not obliged to respond to this request (Rex non tenet 
respondere).  The use of a third person response may merely illustrate that the 
petition had been reviewed and a suggestion formulated for the king to action, 
but it could also be interpreted as a direct answer from the king without need 
IRUDGYLVHPHQW+RZHYHUWKLVVHFRQGµUHFRPPHQGDWLRQ¶FRXOGDOVREH
FRQVLGHUHGLOOXVWUDWLYHRI)U\GH¶VEHOLHIWKDW(GZDUG,,ZDVUXWKOHVVLQ
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capitalising on the confiscation of the ContUDULDQWV¶ODQGVDQGWKDWKHZDV
motivated primarily by monetary greed.86  That the petitioners do not appear 
to have been willing to make such accusations against the king is hardly 
surprising, but Lancaster, in the wake of his execution, was due no such 
distinctions. Being unable to answer any such accusations, he became the 
focus of many charges of wrongdoing in his role as lord and landowner. 
7KHSHWLWLRQEURXJKWE\WKHµOLHJHSHRSOHRI/HLFHVWHU¶LQWKHDIWHUPDWK
of the Lancastrian rebellion accused LancDVWHURIKDYLQJSODFHGµZLFNHG
SHRSOH¶mauveis gentz) in charge of their town and requested that Leicester 
VKRXOGEHUXOHGE\µOR\DOSHRSOH¶DQGWKDWWKHWRZQ¶VDQFLHQWFXVWRPVEH
reinstated.87  The petition was endorsed with the comment that it was the 
kiQJ¶VLQWHQWLRQWRORRNLQWRWKHDFFXVDWLRQVWKLVFDQEHVKRZQWRKDYHEHHQ
carried out through an inquisition held in 1322.88 In the report of this 
inquisition we have rare evidence of direct accusations of the misuse of power 
by Lancaster and his retinue, which included the charge of oppression of the 
WRZQ¶VPHUFKDQWVWKURXJKILQHVPDGHRQWKHVDOHRIFORWKDQGWKHKHDY\
taxation of butchers, along with accusations of the flouting of the authority of 
WKHWRZQEDLOLII¶VE\/DQFDVWHU¶VVHUYDQWV89 The results of this petition and 
inquisition support the view that Lancaster was guilty of using his lands to 
fund both his political ambitions and the extravagant lifestyle his royal 
SRVLWLRQGHPDQGHGDQGWKDWWKHµDSSDUHQWUHOXFWDQFH¶RIKLVWHQDQWVWR
complain agDLQVWKLPZKLOVWKHZDVDOLYHZDVDQH[SODQDWLRQRIWKHµORQJ
KRZORISURWHVW¶DJDLQVW/DQFDVWHUZKLFK0DGGLFRWWQRWHGDIWHUKLVH[HFXWLRQ
in 1322.90   
However, care must be taken when making such assumptions, as a 
closer consideration of the background of the petition illustrates. The record of 
the inquisition illustrates that the townspeople of Leicester went to some 
lengths to contrast the practices of Thomas of Lancaster with those of his 
(apparently) much more moderate (tyrannous?) father Edmund. Each of the 
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IRXUWHHQFRPSODLQWVEHJDQZLWKDSRVLWLYHFRPPHQWDERXWWKHµWLPHRI
(GPXQG¶ZKLFKZDVWKHQFRQWUDVWHGZLWKDQHJDWLYHFRPPHQWDERXWWKHµWLPH
RI7KRPDV¶7KHUHIRUHRQHPXVWLQRUGHUWRGHWHUPLQHWKHZRUWKRIWKLV
SHWLWLRQDVHYLGHQFHRI/DQFDVWHU¶s reputation, place it in the historical context 
RIWKH'XFK\RI/DQFDVWHU¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK/HLFHVWHU¶VWRZQVIRON7KH
former earl of Leicester, Simon de Montfort, although not keeping a residence 
in the town, had seemingly acted in concert with the wishes of its officials.91 
0RQWIRUW¶VWHQXUHKDGEHHQIROORZHGE\WKDWRI(GPXQGILUVWHDUORI
Lancaster. Because his administration was centred in the north, the borough of 
Leicester had seen very little of its earl.92 Therefore for almost sixty years, 
until the succession of Thomas of Lancaster in 1296, the people of Leicester 
had met with little opposition from their earl, who had either supported their 
aims or allowed the status quo to be maintained. Thomas of Lancaster, 
however, not only kept a residence in Leicester, he also endorsed a seemingly 
PXFKPRUHµKDQGVRQ¶DGPLQLVWUDWLRQWKDQKLVSUHGHFHVVRUV93  
The relationship between the townsfolk and their earl deteriorated even 
IXUWKHUGXULQJWKHUHEHOOLRQZKHQWKH\UHIXVHGWRUDOO\WR/DQFDVWHU¶VDLG
declDULQJWKDWWKH\µGHVSLVHGKLVFRPPDQGV¶DQGKHOGKLPLQµQRJRRGZLOO¶94  
Therefore the long-term relationship between the people of Leicester and 
Thomas of Lancaster must be considered as having a significant influence on 
WKHSHWLWLRQHUV¶DJHQGDLQSHWLWLoning. Although, ultimately, the inquisition 
IRXQGLQIDYRXURIµWKHOLHJHPHQRI/HLFHVWHU¶ZLWKRXWIXUWKHUHYLGHQFHLW
cannot be assumed that the accusations were not exaggerated, or that the 
LQTXLVLWLRQ¶VILQGLQJVZHUHLPSDUWLDO7KLVSHWLWLRQKLJKOLJKts the fact that one 
PXVWUHPDLQFRQVFLRXVRIDQ\DJHQGDXQGHUO\LQJWKHSHWLWLRQHU¶VFRPSODLQW
coupled with the recognition that these sometimes contentious texts were 
written by experienced clerks, whose job was to portray complaints in the best 
possible OLJKW7KLVZKHQFRXSOHGZLWK0DGGLFRWW¶VEHOLHIWKDWORFDOWRZQ
officials would have had detailed knowledge of national politics, disseminated 
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WKURXJKWKHORFDOFRXQW\FRXUWVPDNHVDFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHUKHWRULFDOµVSLQ¶
of these petitions imperative. It grants us not only a deeper appreciation of the 
political awareness of the sponsors of these petitions, but also illustrates how 
/DQFDVWHU¶VSRUWUD\DOZDVVKDSHGE\WKHFKDQJLQJSROLWLFDOFOLPDWH95  
For example, in the period immediately after his defeat and execution, 
Lancaster was often depicted as a ruthless landowner who was able to 
VXPPRQLQWKHZRUGVRIWKHSHWLWLRQRIWKH$EERWRI&UR\ODQGWKHµZLOG
PHQDFHV¶RIKLVVHUYDQWVWRLQWLPLGDWHKLVWHQDQWVLQWRVXEPLVVLRQ96 The 
petition, presented cWRFFRQFHUQHGWKHDEEH\¶VULJKWVWRWKH
advowson of the church of Wigtoft near Boston in Lincolnshire which 
Lancaster had disputed. The Croyland petitioners began their petition with a 
request for an enquiry into the verisimilitude of LancasteU¶VFODLPWREHWKH
chief lord of the fee of Wigtoft.97  The petition went on to complain that they 
KDGERXJKWWKHDGYRZVRQRI:LJWRIWFKXUFKE\µFKDUWHUDQGSHUPLVVLRQRIRXU
ORUGWKHNLQJ¶EXWWKDWLQVSLWHRIWKLV/DQFDVWHUKDGEURXJKWDZULWRIquare 
impedit against them.  The ownership of the advowson by the Church is 
supported by the record that the abbey of Croyland on November 21, 1299 
ZDVJUDQWHGWKHµDOLHQDWLRQLQPRUWPDLQ¶RIµWKUHHURRGVRIODQGLQ:\NHWRIW
DQGWKHDGYRZVRQRIWKHFKXUFKWKHUH¶98 After establishing their right of 
RZQHUVKLSWKHSHWLWLRQHUVVSHDNRIWKHµoutrajos manaces¶ RI/DQFDVWHU¶V
bailiffs. This seems to support the opinion of J. H. Ramsey, who wrote that 
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/DQFDVWHUZDVµVXUURXQGHGE\YDVVDOVTXLWHXVHGWRGHI\LQJWKH&URZQ¶99 In 
WKLVSDUWLFXODUFDVH/DQFDVWHU¶VEDLOLIIVDSSHDUWRKDYHEHHQZLOOLQJWRRSHQO\
VXEYHUWWKHLQTXHVWEHIRUHWKHµRUGLQDU\¶FRXUWDQGWKHUHIRUHVXEYHUWLWVULJKWWR
DGPLQLVWHUMXVWLFH7KHSHWLWLRQDOVRDSSHDUVWRLOOXVWUDWH/DQFDVWHU¶VDSSDUHQW
willingness to ignore the legal niceties that proved the ownership of the 
advowson by Croyland.  
7KHSHWLWLRQHUV¶SOHDZDVVXPPHGXSZLWKDGHFODUDWLRQWKDWLWZDV
RQO\/DQFDVWHU¶VSRZHUDQGQRWDQ\OHJDOULJKWWKDWDOORZHGKLPWRWDNHWKH
advowson. That they chose to bring their petition to a close with a direct 
UHIHUHQFHWRWKHDEEH\¶VJXDUGLDQVKLSRIWKHERG\RI6DLQW*XWKODFZKLFKWKH\
stated they had held since their foundation, can only be explained by their 
ZLVKWRIXUWKHUKLJKOLJKWWKHLUFRPPXQLW\¶VLPSRrtance and therefore the level 
RI/DQFDVWHU¶VZURQJGRLQJLQDOORZLQJWKHµZLOGPHQDFHV¶WKHSHWLWLRQ
detailed. However, the petition perhaps did not achieve the immediate redress 
the abbot was hoping to achieve, as it was sent to chancery for further 
consideration.  A further petition exists from Croyland Abbey with a request 
for an inquiry into the right to the same advowson; this is also accompanied by 
DQDFFXVDWLRQRIPHQDFHVE\/DQFDVWHU¶VEDLOLIIVmanaces de ses baillifs).100 It 
is similarly dated but likely to have been presented after the petition just 
GLVFXVVHGDVLWZDVVLPSO\HQGRUVHGµcoram rege¶LQGLFDWLQJWKDWWKLVDSSHDO
had been heard by the king.  
Consideration of the semantics of the petitions relating to the actions of 
Lancaster in the immediate post rebellion period is a valuable tool in 
illustrating how the political situation of the time was used by the petitioners 
to gain advantage for their claims. For example, many petitioners focused on 
DFFXVDWLRQVRI/DQFDVWHUKDYLQJH[SORLWHGKLVµSRZHUDQGORUGVKLS¶LQRUGHUWR
increase his personal wealth at the expense of his tenants. A typical example is 
the plea for the restoration of the disseised lands of Nicholas de Audley, 
EURXJKWLQE\$XGOH\¶VKHLU:LOOLDPGHOD6DOH101 The use of the 
FRPPRQODZOHJDOWHUPµGLVVHLVHG¶LQWKHSHWLWLRQFDQEHFRQVLGHUHGDVD
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deliberate attempt to implicate Lancaster in illegal land confiscations.102  This 
petitioner, like many others, based his complaint around the accusation that 
rightful tenants had beeQµRXVWHGE\WKHSRZHURIWKHHDUO¶7KHSHWLWLRQHU
asked for clear instruction as to who the lands in Bradwell, Staffordshire, 
belonged, and for their ultimate return. This plea was followed by an 
inquisition held in July 1322 that found the petitioner was the rightful heir to 
WKHODQGV7KLVZRXOGDSSHDUWRVXSSRUWWKHQRWLRQRI/DQFDVWHU¶VJXLOW
However, this again assumes the integrity of an inquisition held in the 
aftermath of the rebellion, a period when it was politically acceptable to use 
Lancaster¶VQDPHDVDVROXWLRQWRFOHDUXSZKDWKDVEHHQGHVFULEHGDVDOONLQGV
RIµKDOI-IRUJRWWHQFODLPV¶103 
A similar petition, also presented in 1322 by Adam de Clitheroe, was 
DQDWWHPSWWRUHJDLQDWUDFWRIODQGORVWE\&OLWKHURH¶VIDWKHULQ/DQFDVKLUH104  
The peWLWLRQUHFRUGHGWKDW&OLWKHURH¶VODQGVIRUPHGSDUWRIWKHHVWDWHVRI
/DQFDVWHU¶VIDWKHU-in-ODZ+HQU\GH/DF\FRPLQJLQWR/DQFDVWHU¶VRZQHUVKLS
DIWHU/DF\¶VGHDWK&OLWKHURHEHJDQKLVSHWLWLRQE\VWDWLQJWKDWKLVIDWKHUKDG
EHHQµGLVVHLVHG¶RIWKLUW\-two acres of land by Lacy, going on to describe that 
KDYLQJEHHQLQKHULWHGE\/DQFDVWHUKLVIDWKHU¶VODQGVZHUHWKHQKHOGWKURXJK
KLVµSRZHUDQGORUGVKLS¶7KHXVHRIWKLVSKUDVHDQGYDULDQWVRILWDUHIRXQG
regularly in the petitions.105 These were nonspecific but nonetheless useful 
phrases, which may be interpreted as an expression of a generally recognized 
misuse of power, the term being used to cover many degrees of perceived 
JXLOW&OLWKHURH¶VSHWLWLRQIXUWKHUVXJJHVWHGWKDW/DQFDVWHUKDGPDQLSXODWHG
and coQWUROOHGKLVWHQDQWV¶DFFHVVWRWKHMXVWLFHV\VWHPIRUKLVRZQSURILW
VWDWLQJWKDWKHFRXOGQRWREWDLQMXVWLFHEHFDXVHRI/DQFDVWHU¶VLQIOXHQFH
&OLWKHURHHQGHGKLVSHWLWLRQZLWKWKHUHTXHVWWRUHFHLYHµJUDFHDQGUHPHG\LQ
WKHQDPHRI*RG¶prie grace e remedie pur dieuDJDLQRQHRIPDQ\µVWRFN¶
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phrases used in the compilation of petitions to aid the request. However, it is 
also an example of the sub-text that can often be found in petitions, as this also 
illustrated the unspoken link between the Crown and God, as the power of the 
WKURQHZDVFRQVLGHUHGWREHWKHNLQJ¶VRQO\WKURXJK*RG¶V*UDFH7KHUHIRUH
&OLWKHURH¶VXVHRIWKLVWHUPSHUKDSVVXJJHVWVWKDWWKHSRZHUWRJUDQWWKHUHWXUQ
RIKLVODQGVWKURXJKWKHµGUDFHRI*RG¶EHORQJHGWRWKHNLQJDQGWKDW
Lancaster had usurped that right.   
&OLWKHURH¶VSHWLWLRQFDQEHDVVXPHGWRKDYHEHHQFRQVLGHUHGDPDWWHU
of some importance because it was considered coram rege. This significance 
is confirmed as the endorsement goes on to state that the land in question was 
part of the disputed inheritance of Alice de Lacy, dowager countess of 
Lancaster.106 &OLWKHURH¶VSHWLWLRQZDVHQGRUVHGE\DQLQVWUXFWLRQWRZDLWXQWLO
WKHFRXQWHVV¶VFODLPKDGEHHQVHWWOHGE\GLVFXVVLRQLQSDUOLDPHQW107 Alice de 
Lacy, even though an extensive landholder herself through inheritance and 
GRZHUKDGQRWZLHOGHGDQ\UHDOSRZHUGXULQJ/DQFDVWHU¶VOLIHWLPHQRUGLGVKH
SOD\DQ\REYLRXVSDUWLQKHUKXVEDQG¶VSROLWLFDOFDUHHU+RZHYHUDIWHU
/DQFDVWHU¶VGHDWKDQGWKHUHWXUQRIKHUGRZHUODQGVFRXSOed with her suo jure 
title, she had become a significant landholder, and consequently a target for 
ZKDWKDVEHHQGHVFULEHGDVWKHµFDVXDOEUXWDOLW\¶RIµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶108 There 
was no official position established for dealing with the widows of the rebels 
of 1322, but there is evidence of imprisonments and serious coercions against 
such eminent widows as the dowager countess. At stake were the lands 
pertaining to her personal inheritance from the Lacy family, including her 
inherited title of countess of Lincoln, and other dower lands. Therefore any 
SHWLWLRQUHODWLQJWRKHUVXEVWDQWLDOODQGKROGLQJVDIWHU/DQFDVWHU¶VGHDWKZRXOG
have been considered of prime importance to both the king and his favourite, 
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Hugh Despenser the younger, as part of what Fryde described as their greed 
induced confiscation of Contrariant lands.109 
)XUWKHUHYLGHQFHRIDFFXVDWLRQVRI/DQFDVWHU¶VPLVXVHRIKLVH[WHQVLYH
powers can be found in other petitions from those under his jurisdiction, 
presented in the period after his downfall. For example, the petition, presented 
E\WKHµSHRSOHRIWKHORUGVKLSRI3LFNHULQJ¶LQWKHSHULRGFWR1327, 
included six complaints against Lancaster that collectively not only illustrated 
his grip on all aspects of this community but also an apparent willingness to 
IORXWKLVWHQDQWV¶VWDWXWRU\ULJKWV110  For example, the petitioners accused 
Lancaster of preventing them from taking advantage of their right to justice, 
WKURXJKKLVUHIXVDOWRDOORZWKHPWRWDNHDQµDWWRUQH\E\ZULWWRGRVXLW¶IRUKLP
at court, a right which had been ordained in the Statute of Merton in 1236.111 
The petition also included a complaint that Lancaster had interfered in the 
GLVWULEXWLRQDQGWUDQVIHURIODQGVWKURXJKUHVWULFWLQJRUGHQ\LQJWKHSHWLWLRQHUV¶
ability to sell or gift away property. The petitioners ended their complaint by 
GHVFULELQJKRZWKH\KDGEHHQµGLVWXUEHGODWHO\¶E\/DQFDVWHUZKRKDGSODFHG
µJULHYRXVILQHV¶RQWKHP7KHUHLVQRUHFRUGHGHQGRUVHPHQWDQGQRIXUWKHU
FRQILUPDWLRQRIWKHWUXWKRIWKHSHWLWLRQHUV¶DFFXVDWions. 
Another petition accusing Lancaster of having treated his tenants 
KDUVKO\ZDVEURXJKWE\RQHRI/DQFDVWHU¶VWHQDQWVIURPIXUWKHUVRXWKLQKLV
Yorkshire holdings, the merchant John de Rypon of Pontefract, and is dated to 
c.1322. It described how Lancaster, in misusing his power over his tenants, had 
EURXJKW5\SRQWRWKHSRLQWRIUXLQE\WKHµSULVH¶WKDWWKHHDUOKDGDSSOLHGLQ
order to requisition various goods to provide provisions for Pontefract castle.112 
5\SRQ¶VSHWLWLRQLVRQHRIVHYHUDOWKDWFRPSODin against the lengthy period of 
waiting for payment, often resulting in inadequate recompense, for goods taken 
by Lancaster. But this petition can also be used to illustrate how the petitioner, 
RUVFULEHKDGNQRZOHGJHRIDQGH[SORLWHGWKHNLQJ¶VKDWUHG RI/DQFDVWHU¶V
insistence on the full application of the Ordinances, of which clause four 
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PDLQWDLQHGWKDWWKHNLQJ¶VDEXVHVRISULVHVPXVWEHHQGHGWKXVVXJJHVWLQJWKH
DSSDUHQWµGRXEOHVWDQGDUGV¶RI/DQFDVWHU113 Rypon gave a detailed list of the 
provisionV/DQFDVWHU¶VSXUYH\RUVKDGWDNHQDORQJZLWKWKHLUYDOXH)RU
example, he stated that he had provided two beef carcasses and one of pork 
valued at 22 shillings and young swans (cygnets) at 28 pence (deux carkoys de 
boef et un carkoys de pork, pris de xxii VRXWV«HWGHF\JQRQH[[YLLLGHQLHU). 
These provisions, when added to the other goods listed, created a debt of £7 9s. 
2d., a significant amount for a small town merchant to absorb, particularly 
during a period of severe famine, and when the price of food was subject to 
massive inflation.114 5\SRQ¶VSHWLWLRQZDVHQGRUVHGZLWKWKHVLPSOHVWDWHPHQW
WKDWµWKHNLQJGRHVQRWSD\WKHVPDOOGHEWVRIWKHHDUO¶le roi ne paye mie le 
dette le conte). 115 This endorsement illustrates two aspects of the social and 
political climate of the period. For example, although it was probably the 
VWDQGDUGUHVSRQVHIRUWKRVHUHTXHVWLQJSD\PHQWRI/DQFDVWHU¶VGHEWVQRW
QHFHVVDULO\UHODWLQJWRWKH&URZQ¶VUHPLWLWDOORZVRQHWRDSSUHFLDWHDQDVSHFW
of the minutia of the workings of the administrative system set in place to cope 
ZLWKWKHLQIOX[RISHWLWLRQVUHODWLQJWR/DQFDVWHU¶VIDOO,QWHUSUHWHGZLWKD
broader perspective the statement also allows one to see the consequences of 
the long famine, when the reduction in seigniorial expenditure and increased 
prices exaggerated the difference in the comparative wealth of the nobility and 
WKHPHUFDQWLOHFODVV:KDWZDVFRQVLGHUHGDVDµVPDOO¶GHEWWRWKH&URZQZDVD
significant one for the merchant who claimed he had been brought to the point 
of ruin. 
However, the number of the urban elite suffering the harsh treatment of 
Lancaster was small when compared to the vast majority of the population of 
/DQFDVWHU¶VIRUIHLWHGODQGV$VGLVFXVVHGLQWKHLQWURGXFWLRQWKHµORZHU¶VRFLDO
groups, notably the rural and urban poor, are inadequately represented in the 
UHFRUGVRIWKHDQFLHQWSHWLWLRQV7KLVKDVEHHQH[SODLQHGWKURXJKµERQG¶RU
XQIUHHSHDVDQWV¶ULJKWVEHLQJUHSUHVHQWHGOHJDOO\WKURXJKWKHLUORUGVZLWKWKH
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majority of such cases remaining in the scope of the seigniorial courts and the 
communal courts of the county, hundred, borough and vill.116 The relative 
µYDOXH¶RIDQ\SRWHQWLDOFDVHVPD\DOVRKDYHPDGHWKHPXQVXLWDEOHIRU
presentation to the king. This, when coupled with the cost of both creating and 
travelling to present a petition, may have made it not financially viable for 
those with so little monetary wealth.117  It may also have been beneficial to the 
individual lord to keep the grievances of their villagers within their own 
communities, choosing to settle them within the remit of the manorial court. 
Petitioning allowed the Crown to keep watch on its authority by providing an 
opportunity to project royal power into the provinces, allowing it to scrutinise 
the actions of the local gentry and remedy any shortcomings.118 This may have 
been reason enough for the lords to try to restrict the poor to the justice of the 
manorial courts. The ideal of petitioning had far wider reaching implications 
for the local gentry than this, as the intervention of the Crown on behalf of the 
individual theoretically allowed the peasant to bypass local bureaucracy, 
established law and the wishes of their social superiors.119  
However, two petitions that were apparently made by the poor that 
describe the effects of the rHEHOOLRQDQG/DQFDVWHU¶VDFWLRQVDVDORUGZHUHERWK
presented in c.1322. The first petition was brought by the community of the 
poor tenants of Hartington (povers tenantz de Hartingdon) in Derbyshire; the 
second petition was brought by the non-VSHFLILHGµSRRUSHRSOHRIWKHODQG¶
(povers gentz de sa terre).120  The petition brought by the poor of Hartington 
requested the return of their right to common pasture between the village of 
Hartington and the river Dove that, they asserted, by tradition had always 
belonged to them. They accused Lancaster of having seized it and withdrawing 
their rights to pasture there. Hartington had long been of interest to the 
/DQFDVWHUIDPLO\WKHPDQRURI+DUWLQJWRQKDGEHHQJUDQWHGWR/DQFDVWHU¶V
father Edmund after the forfeiture of lands in 1269 by Robert de Ferrers, the 
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former Earl of Derby.121 That the so-FDOOHGµSRRUSHRSOH¶RI+DUWLQJWRQFKRVH
WRZDLWXQWLODIWHU/DQFDVWHU¶VGRZQIDOOWRSUHVHQWWKHLUSHWLWLRQUDLVHVTXHVWLRQV
about the timing of the petition, the petitioners insight into the political climate 
of the time, and the petitioners themselves. One must remain aware that the use 
RIWKHWHUPµSRRU¶LQWKHSHWLWLRQPD\DWEHVWKDYHEHHQDQH[DJJHUDWLRQXVHG
to highlight their plight and gain the sympathy of the king. For example, it is 
SRVVLEOHWKDWWKHVHDSSDUHQWO\PLQRUPHPEHUVRI/DQFDVWHU¶VWHQDQWU\ZHUHLQ
IDFWµKLJKHU¶PHPEHUVRIWKHFRPPXQLW\RI+DUWLQJWRQ7KLVLVVXSSRUWHGE\
WKHLUDELOLW\WRSUHVHQWDSHWLWLRQZKLFKPD\LQGLFDWHWKDWWKH\ZHUHµIUHH¶
peasanWVKRSLQJWRSURILWIURP/DQFDVWHU¶VGRZQIDOOE\UHJDLQLQJRUHYHQ
JDLQLQJWKHXVHRIDSLHFHRI+DUWLQJWRQ¶VFRPPRQODQG$OWKRXJKWKHUHLVQR
ZD\RINQRZLQJZKDWWKHILQDOUHVXOWRIWKLVSHWLWLRQZDVWKHµSRRUSHWLWLRQHUV¶
of Hartington were heard by the king himself, as the dorse of the petition is 
clearly marked coram rege. 
The second petition presented by the non-VSHFLILHGµpovers gentz de sa 
terre¶LVERWKDPRUHFRPSOLFDWHGDQGFRQWHQWLRXVRQHWKDQWKDWEURXJKWE\WKH
µpovers tenantz¶RIHartington. There is no clear indicator of who was 
responsible for presenting the petition, and its contents are general enough to 
cover any number of offences. The main wrongdoers named in the petition are 
WKRVHµcounseilleurs, seneschals, baillifs e autrHVPLQHVWUHV¶ VXUURXQGLQJµ6LU
7KRPDVIRUPHUO\HDUORI/DQFDVWHU¶sire Thomas jadis counte de 
Lancastre).122 8VLQJWKHVFDSHJRDWRIXQQDPHGµZLFNHGDGYLVRUV¶WKHSHWLWLRQ
lays the blame for all wrong-GRLQJVDWWKHKDQGVRI/DQFDVWHU¶VVHUYDQWV123 The 
petitLRQJRHVRQWRVWDWHWKDWQRWRQO\ZHUHWKHVHµZLFNHGDGYLVRUV¶JXLOW\RI
JHQHUDWLQJµDQJXLVKE\WKHLUSULVHV¶EXWWKDWWKH\ZHUHDOVRJXLOW\RIVXEYHUWLQJ
WKHµVHUYLFHVDQGFXVWRPVSUHYLRXVO\GXHWRWKHNLQJ¶eus servise e custumes 
avaunt dues al Roy). TKLVDWWHPSWWRSODFHWKHEODPHRQ/DQFDVWHU¶VVHUYDQWV
perhaps suggests that the petitioner/s were not willing to accuse the former earl 
outright.  
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Even if one accepts that this petition was brought by one or several of 
WKHNLQJ¶VSRRUHUVXEMHFWVRQHPXVW not assume that there was any unity in 
belief, or any kind of cross-regional co-operation between the poor. Rather the 
XVHRIWKHWHUPµpovers gentz de sa terre¶PXVWEHDVVXPHGWREHDQH[DPSOHRI
the manipulation of semantics to suggest a collective complaint in order to give 
weight to the petitions claim.124  The petition was endorsed by the comment 
that the king would like to be advised of the contents of the petition. The 
FRPSODLQWDQGLWVHQGRUVHPHQWUHIOHFWHGWKH&URZQ¶VFRQWLQXLQJFRQFHUQRYHU
the wrongful taking of prises. This concern is echoed in the recorded writ 
DGGUHVVHGWRµWKHEDLOLIIVRIDOOWKHFLWLHVDQGERURXJKVRI(QJODQG¶RI$SULO
ordering that anyone arrested accused of unlawfully taking prises should be 
judged as a thief.125 This writ was repeated on November 14 of the same year 
when it is clear that the practise of fraudulently taking goods for the supposed 
use of the king was still being carried out.126 However, there were instances of 
petitioners whose professed poverty was genuine. For example the petition of 
Robert Freeman, presented between 1333 and 1334, claimed that he could not 
pay a fine handed to him in the common law courts.127  It was endorsed with 
the instruction that he was to be pardoned of the fine due to his poverty. This is 
at some variance with the belief that the average peasant could not afford the 
cost of presenting a petition.128 
 Although claims surrounding the injustice of Lancaster were common 
at this time, equally common were those petitions which claimed grievances 
against those responsible for bringing the Lancastrian rebels to justice. The 
plea of Andrew de Jarpunville, presented in 1322 is typical of these 
petitions.129  -DUSXQYLOOHDSSHDOHGDJDLQVWKLVDUUHVWDVSDUWRI/DQFDVWHU¶V
rebellion, stating that although KHZDVDVHUYDQWRI/DQFDVWHUDQGKDGµWDNHQ
WKHHDUO¶VUREHV¶KHZDVQRWSDUWRIWKHUHEHOOLRQ130 Jarpunville stated that he 
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had been arrested by John de Olney as part of the rounding up of Lancastrian 
adherents. This is supported by the recorded order to arrest Jarpunville as a 
member of those who opposed the king (domino rege contrariantes).131 The 
petition was endorsed with the statement that the sheriff of Buckinghamshire, 
3KLOLSGH$\OLVEXU\VKRXOGLQYHVWLJDWH-DUSXQYLOOH¶VFRPSODLQW132 The result 
of tKLVLQYHVWLJDWLRQOHGWR-DUSXQYLOOH¶VUHOHDVH133  The adjudication recorded 
WKDW-RKQGH2OQH\KDGµSUHWHQGHG¶WKDWWKHSHWLWLRQHUZDVDQDGKHUHQWRI
/DQFDVWHUWKHUHDVRQVIRU2OQH\¶VGHFHSWLRQUHPDLQVXQFOHDU7KHUHVXOWRI
this investigation stated that the king did not consider the charge against 
Jarpunville to be reasonable and ordered his release.134  
 +RZHYHU-DUSXQYLOOH¶VFDVHZDVQRWWKHRQO\RQHWRKDYHEHHQWKH
result of such misinformation. The petition of William Blaket, in 1322, 
complained of tKHDFWLRQVRI*HRIIUH\GH%ROHVWURGHZKRµPDOLFLRXVO\JDYH
him (the sheriff, Phillip de Aylesbury) to understand that William was an 
DGKHUHQWRIWKHNLQJ¶VHQHPLHV¶135 Blaket was also released because the king 
considered there to be insufficient evidence against him.136 What do these 
petitions tell us about the motivations of people such as Olney and Bolestrode 
in bringing apparently false accusations of Lancastrian adherence at this time? 
For example, were they guilty of personally motivated malicious intent or 
were they merely guilty only of following up every minor lead of Lancastrian 
DOOHJLDQFH"2OQH\IRUH[DPSOHZDVQDPHGDVEHLQJµDSSRLQWHGWRDUUHVWDOO
WKHNLQJ¶V&RQWUDULDQWV¶DQGPD\WKHUHIRUHKDYHEHHQPHUHO\JXLOW\RIEHLQJ
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overzealous in his duties.137 %XWKLVµSUHWHQFH¶RI-DUSXQYLOOH¶VJXLOWUHPDLQV
suggestive of a more personal motive.  
 Equally, however, these officials were also at the mercy of the 
possibility of their informants giving misleading information, and/or having 
malicious intent towards the accused. This is supported by the petition 
presented by Roger de Cave in 1322 which also named Olney as his arresting 
officer.138 Cave accused Olney of having arrested him without indictment or 
warrant, therefore acting outside the legal necessities required for arresting 
WKRVHDFFXVHGRIUHEHOOLRQ7KLVLVVXSSRUWHGE\WKHSHWLWLRQ¶VHQGRUVHPHQW
ZKLFKUHTXLUHGWKHUHWREHDQLQYHVWLJDWLRQLQWRWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVRI&DYH¶V
arrest. The results of the enquiry record that Olney, by arresting Cave, was 
actLQJRQWKHµSURVHFXWLRQRIFHUWDLQRIKLV>&DYH¶V@HQHPLHV¶139 However, the 
UHSRUWRIWKHHQTXLU\GRHVQRWFRPPHQWRQWKHDFFXVDWLRQWKDW&DYH¶VDUUHVW
ZDVLQDQ\ZD\VXVSHFWUDWKHULWVWDWHVWKDW2OQH\ZDVµDFWLQJE\YLUWXHRIWKH
NLQJ¶VFRPPLVVLRQ¶WRDUrest the rebels. In this way Olney was cleared of any 
accusation of misconduct. However, it is interesting to note that the complaint 
DJDLQVW2OQH\ZDVJLYHQGXHFRQVLGHUDWLRQ&DYH¶VDFFXVDWLRQVZHUH
obviously taken seriously, perhaps negating the idea that Edward II was guilty 
of acts of indiscriminate vengeance against those who were suspected of 
supporting Lancaster. Cave was duly released from prison, the order stating 
that he was only guilty of wearing the robes of Henry de Berghersh, bishop of 
Lincoln.140  
In the aftermath of the fall of Lancaster it is unsurprising that the 
petitions reveal an eagerness of those accused of Lancastrian adherence to 
distance themselves from the rebellion.  This is illustrated in the separate 
petitions of John de la Wodehalle and Henry de Sotehille presented in 1322, 
which used a denial of adherence to Lancaster in order to emphasise their 
pleas against wrongful imprisonment and the return of lands and goods.141 The 
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two petitions are similar in style and mention the same locations; however, on 
LQVSHFWLRQLWLVFOHDUIURPWKHµKDQG¶WKDWWKH\ZHUHZULWWHQE\VHSDUDWH
individuals. What can the similarity in style tell us about the two petitioners? 
Firstly both Wodehalle and Sotehille list the military actions at Tickhill castle, 
Burton-upon-Trent and Boroughbridge as examples of places where they had 
not supported the Lancastrian cause against the king. Both petitioners ended 
these lists with the all-HQFRPSDVVLQJSKUDVHµQRUHOVHZKHUH¶DILQDOH[SOLFLW
denial of Lancastrian allegiance. However, through their denial, it is clear that 
they were both implicated in taking part in these military actions. But where 
the accounts of Wodehalle and Sotehille diverge is in their description of their 
level of involvement with Lancaster. Sotehille, who was in prison at the time 
of his petition, stated that he had never been part of the rebellion against the 
NLQJDFWXDOO\XVLQJWKHWHUPµrebelles¶6RWHKLOOH¶VGHQLDOLVGHIHQVLYHDQG
attempts to establish that he had been coerced by LancasWHUWKURXJKWKUHDWVµRQ
SDLQRIORVLQJJRRGVDQGFKDWWHOVDQGLQSHULORI>KLV@ERG>\@¶+LVSHWLWLRQ
ZHQWRQWRFODLPWKDWZKHQKHGLVFRYHUHG/DQFDVWHU¶VSODQVKHKDGOHIWWKH
UHEHOIRUFHVOHDGLQJWRKLPEHLQJµSXUVXHG«>DQG@UREEHGRI«DOOWKDWKH
had, DQG>KDG@EDUHO\HVFDSHGDOLYH¶'HVSLWHWKLV6RWHKLOOHVWDWHGKHKDGEHHQ
imprisoned as a Lancastrian supporter. Sothille concluded his petition with a 
FODLPIRUWKHNLQJ¶VSLW\DQGJUDFH7KHUHSO\WR6RWHKLOOH¶VSHWLWLRQLVDVLPSOH
denial, stating tKDWµKHLVLQSULVRQDQGWKHNLQJZLOORUGDLQIRUKLVUHOHDVH«DW
KLVZLOO¶ 
%XWZKHUH6RWHKLOOH¶VSHWLWLRQKDGEHHQGHIHQVLYH:RGHKDOOH¶VZDV
more frank. He stated that he had been imprisoned as an adherent of Thomas, 
late earl of Lancaster (suit de la atendaunce Thomas jardis counte de 
Lancastre), and that he had later been released, but denied any part in the 
DFWLRQVDJDLQVWWKHNLQJ+HFRQFOXGHGZLWKDUHTXHVWIRUµWKHNLQJ¶VJUDFH¶IRU
WKHUHWXUQRIKLVODQGVDQGJRRGVDVµKHKDG>DOUHDG\ received] WKHNLQJ¶VJUDFH
RIWKHGHOLYHU\RIKLVERG\¶.142  The difference between the two petitioners is 
further enhanced when one researches the eventual outcomes of their 
FRPSODLQWV:RGHKDOOH¶VSHWLWLRQZDVHQGRUVHGE\WKHRUGHUWKDWKHVKRXOG
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produce evidence of KLVUHOHDVHµKH>ZDV@WRVKRZKLVGHOLYHU\¶143 This was 
REYLRXVO\GRQHDVWKHUHLVHYLGHQFHRI:RGKDOOH¶VKHLUEHLQJJUDQWHGWKH
UHWXUQRIKLVIDWKHU¶VODQGVDIWHUDQHQTXLU\KDGIRXQGWKDW:RGHKDOOHVHQLRU
KDGQRWEHHQDQDGKHUHQWRI/DQFDVWHUG\LQJµLQ WKHNLQJ¶VSHDFHDQGIDLWK¶144 
6RWHKLOOHKRZHYHUDSSDUHQWO\ODQJXLVKHGLQJDRODWWKHNLQJ¶VPHUF\ 
1.3 Revolution and Rehabilitation  
 
With the deposition of Edward II in 1327 and the resultant change in regime, 
/DQFDVWHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQZHQWWKURXJKDdramatic transformation. After his 
execution in 1322 his reputation was to reach its lowest point, but after 1327, 
in the period of political and dynastic upheaval that culminated in the 
deposition and death of Edward II, he underwent something of a rehabilitation. 
He was no longer viewed as an enemy of the king, but rather a defender of the 
sovereignty of the Crown, notably through his opposition to the Despensers. 
He was even described in a petition presented in 1329 as a saint (seint Thomas 
de Lancastre).145  
7KHSHWLWLRQHUFODLPLQJ/DQFDVWHU¶VVDLQWKRRG*HRIIUH\'¶$EHWRWLV
first mentioned in the records of the petitions in 1327. He is recorded as 
KDYLQJEHHQDQDFWLYHPHPEHURI/DQFDVWHU¶VUHEHOOLRQEXWDIWHUWKH
deposition, he nevertheless felt able to speak openly of his adherence to 
Lancaster.146 There does not appear to have been any need in the petition for 
DSRORJ\RUH[FXVHIRUWKLVOR\DOW\DVFOHDUO\WKHUHZDVDQHZµHQHP\¶RIWKH
&URZQZKRKDGVXSSODQWHG/DQFDVWHUWKHILQDOµZLFNHGDGYLVRU¶RIWhe new 
NLQJ¶VIDWKHU+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU147 '¶$EHWRWFRPSODLQHGDERXWWKH
loss of his manor of Redmarley through the coercion of Hugh Despenser the 
\RXQJHU'¶$EHWRWDFFXVHG'HVSHQVHURIDUUHVWLQJKLPDQGKROGLQJKLPLQ
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prison until he granted him ownership of Redmarley, with no offer of 
recompense.148 '¶$EHWRWVWDWHGLQWKHSHWLWLRQWKDWDIWHU(GZDUG,,,¶VUHWXUQWR
England with Queen Isabella, the manor was granted to John Sapy through 
6DS\¶VµIDOVHDQGZLFNHGLQIRUPDWLRQ¶149  Although the majority of 
'¶$EHWRW¶VODQGVZHUHHYHQWXDOO\UHVWRUHGWKHPDQRURI5HGPDUOH\ZDVQRW
included. Therefore the petition of 1327 was joined by a second petition, in 
ZKLFKKHQDPHG/DQFDVWHUDVµVHLQW¶, presented in 1329.150  This petition is 
illustrative of the rehabilitation of Lancaster in the years after the deposition of 
(GZDUG,,DQGWKHJURZWKRIWKHFXOWVXUURXQGLQJKLPZLWK'¶$EHWRW¶VXVHRI
WKHWHUPµseint¶DIWHUWKHGHSRVLWLRQ'¶$EHWRWFOHDUO\KDGNQRZOHGJHRIWKH
transposed political reputations of Lancaster and the two Despensers at this 
time. He not only felt able to claim his support for Lancaster against the 
Despensers, but also openly linked himself with other Contrariants such as  
Humphrey de Bohun, earl of Hereford, who had died fighting with Lancaster 
at Boroughbridge and, perhaps most tellingly in the period of the deposition, 
the partner of Queen Isabella, Roger Mortimer. This petition also illustrates 
'¶$EHWRW¶VLQFUHDVLQJDQJHUDWKLVIDLOXUHWRUHJDLQKLVPDQRU+HUHTXHVWHG
justice for the on-going four year old dispute and the petition was endorsed by 
the instruction that he was to have justice under the statute regarding rebel 
losses.151   
This statute, which formalised the charges against the Despensers in 
WKHILUVWSDUOLDPHQWRI(GZDUG,,,¶VUHign, had a massive impact on those who 
wished to gain redress for perceived wrongs done to them as a consequence of 
the Lancastrian rebellion. For example, the petition of Maud Botetourt, widow 
of John Botetourt, presented in 1327, was candid about her husEDQG¶V
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involvement with Lancaster.152  0DXG%RWHWRXUW¶VSHWLWLRQPDGHWZR
complaints. Firstly, she requested the return of the manor of Iselhampstead in 
Buckinghamshire, which she accused Hugh Despenser the younger of having 
forced her and her husband to grant to him as recompense for their 
involvement in his exile in 1321.153 Secondly she requested that a fine made 
E\KHUKXVEDQGZKLOHKHZDVLQSULVRQDIWHUµWKHTXDUUHO¶RIWKHHDUORI
/DQFDVWHUEHDQQXOOHG0DXG¶VSHWLWLRQZDVHQGRUVHGE\JUDQWLQJKHUDLG
thURXJKµWKHVWDWXWH¶(GZDUG,,,ZKHQVHWWLQJRXWWKLVVWDWXWHLQ0DUFK
EHJDQZLWKDFODXVHHVWDEOLVKLQJWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶JXLOWLQWKHGRZQIDOORI
(GZDUG,,QRWLQJWKHLUµZLFNHG>RUHYLO@FRXQVHO¶malveis conseil).154 It also 
immediately established that Lancaster was at the forefront of the move to 
KDYHWKHWZR'HVSHQVHUVEDQLVKHGLQXQGHUOLQLQJ/DQFDVWHU¶V
UHKDELOLWDWHGSRVLWLRQDVDGHIHQGHURIWKH&URZQ7KHVWDWXWH¶VWKLUGFODXVH
VDWLVILHG0DXG%RWHWRXUW¶VFRPSODLQWVVWDWLQJWKDWµDOODVVXUDnces made to the 
UHEHOV>PHDQLQJDWWKLVSRLQWWKHWZR'HVSHQVHUV@E\GXUHVVVKDOOEHYRLG¶155
  
 For Maud Botetourt and other petitioners, 1327 was an important 
watershed in their attempts to achieve redress. The rule of Edward II had 
ended, accompanied by WKHUHPRYDORI/DQFDVWHU¶VILQDODGYHUVDULHVWKHWZR
Despensers. Edward III along with his regents Queen Isabella and her partner 
5RJHU0RUWLPHUZHUHZKROHKHDUWHGLQDGHVLUHWRHVWDEOLVKWKH\RXQJNLQJ¶V
place as monarch and therefore sought both the resWRUDWLRQRI(GZDUG,,¶V
reputation and the vilification of the Despensers. It was therefore important 
WKDW/DQFDVWHU¶VGHDWKZDVSRUWUD\HGDVEHLQJWKHUHVXOWRIKLVRSSRVLWLRQWR
WKHUHJLPHWKDWKDGVREDGO\LQIOXHQFHGWKHQHZNLQJ¶VIDWKHU,QDGGLWLRQWo 
this, Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer were at this point closely allied with 
/DQFDVWHU¶VEURWKHUDQGKHLU+HQU\RI/DQFDVWHUZKRZLVKHGWRUHJDLQKLV
EURWKHU¶VHVWDWHVWLWOHVDQGVWDWXVtherefore it was politically acceptable for 
/DQFDVWHU¶VIROORZers to attempt to re-establish themselves as supporters of the 
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Crown, and attempt to gain the reversal of their punishments as part of 
/DQFDVWHU¶VUHEHOOLRQ156   
 $QH[DPSOHRIWKHFKDQJLQJZD\LQZKLFK/DQFDVWHU¶VQDPHZDV
exploited is illustrated through the evidence of the petition of Richard de 
0HVVLQJµFLWL]HQRI/RQGRQ¶GDWHGWRF157 This petition, detailing a 
request for the restoration of lands leased by Messing in Essex, was the second 
presented concerning these lands, the first being brought in c.1322.158 This 
HDUOLHUSHWLWLRQGHWDLOHGKRZ0HVVLQJ¶VODQGVKDGEHHQIRUIHLWHGWKURXJKWKHLU
RZQHU¶V-RKQGH*ROG\QJWRQ¶VVXSSRUWRI/DQFDVWHU159 This petition was 
dealt with through an enquiry, with the result that Messing was restored to his 
pre-rebellion lands.160  The petition brought by Messing in c.1327 concerned 
the same lands. These had been returned as had been detailed in the record of 
WKHHQTXLU\FRPPLVVLRQHGWKURXJK0HVVLQJ¶VHDUOLHUSHWLWLRQEXWKHKDGWKHQ
been subsequently disseised of them by Thomas Gobioun, Sheriff of Essex, 
ZKR0HVVLQJQDPHGDVDVXSSRUWHURIDQXQVSHFLILHGµ+XJK'HVSHQVHU¶161 
7KLVSHWLWLRQZDVHQGRUVHGZLWKDUHFRPPHQGDWLRQEDFNWRµFRPPRQODZ¶
This is in line with the statute enacted in 1327 dealing with the actions of the 
two Despensers and their retainers, which stated that anyone who had been 
IRUFHGWRUHOHDVHWKHLUODQGVE\µIRUFHRUGXUHVVWRWKHVDLGSHUVRQV¶ZRXOG
KDYHDµZULWRXWRIFKDQFHU\¶WRKDYHWKHLUFDVHKHDUGLQWKHFRPPRQODZ
courts. 162 0HVVLQJ¶VWZRSHWLtions show a distinct difference in approach to 
the outcome for two very similar complaints. The original complaint was dealt 
with through the petitioning process, but the second petition dating to c.1327 
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was to be addressed through the ordinary law courts. The two Despensers 
were to be considered as criminals and their actions treated as crimes.163  
 7KHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHHQGRUVHPHQWVRI0HVVLQJ¶VWZRFRPSODLQWV
may be explained by several factors.  In 1327 the new regime was eager to 
establish Edward I,,¶VULJKWVDVVRYHUHLJQZLWKDQLPSRUWDQWSDUWRIWKLVEHLQJ
WKHUHKDELOLWDWLRQRIKLVIDWKHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQWKURXJKWKHUH-establishment of his 
innocence. This was to be achieved by showing the guilt of the Despensers 
ZKRDVRXWVLGHUVDQGµZLFNHGDGYLVRUV¶ZHUHWREHGHSLFWHGDVEHLQJVHSDUDWH
from the royal family.164 This separation of the Despensers from the ranks of 
WKHUR\DOIDPLO\LVLOOXVWUDWHGLQWKHILUVWWKUHHDUWLFOHVRI(GZDUG,,,¶VILUVW
statute which were all created to establish their criminality.  Unlike the 
revocation of the pardons of the rebels of 1322 when Edward II named only 
Humphrey de Bohun, earl of Hereford and Essex directly, Edward III and his 
regents did not hesitate in the first statutes of the reign to place Lancaster in the 
position of defender of the Crown.165 The statute described Lancaster as having 
pursued those (the Despensers) who Edward III, and co-incidentally Queen 
Isabella and Roger Mortimer, held responsible for the majority of the troubles 
RI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ The statute named Lancaster by his titles of earl of 
Lancashire and Leicester and his role as the steward of England (seneschal 
G¶(QJOHWHUUHWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKLVZRUGLQJQRWRQO\KLJKOLJKWHGWKHHDUO¶V
nobility and status but also illustrated his on-going rehabilitation. 
Another petition that illustrated the dramatic reversal in the reputation 
of Thomas of Lancaster after the change in regime, and which is in total 
FRQWUDVWWR:RGHKDOOHDQG6RWHKLOOH¶VGHQLDORI/DQFDVWULDQDGKHUHQFHRI
is the petition of the parson of Wigan, dated to 1327.166 The wording of this 
SHWLWLRQVXJJHVWVWKDW/DQFDVWHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQZDVVWLOOXQGHUJRLQJLWV
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQIURPUHEHOWRµVHLQW¶at this point, leaving one with the 
impression that the cleric was unsure whether to deny or admit his support for 
Lancaster. He began his petition by admitting that he had been obligated to 
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/DQFDVWHU¶VORUGVKLSWRSURYLGHSUD\HUVDQGDKRUVHPDQIRUWKHHDUO
GLSORPDWLFDOO\QDPLQJ/DQFDVWHU
VUHEHOOLRQDVKLVµHQWHUSULVH¶%\XVLQJWKLV
term the petitioner avoided accusing the earl of any wrongdoing, and goes on 
WRMXVWLI\KLVDQGWKURXJKDVVRFLDWLRQ/DQFDVWHU¶VDFWLRQVE\VWDWLQJWKDWKH
did so in order to defend the king and Crown. He made this point by stating 
that he wished to protHFW(GZDUG,,IURPWKHµSRLVRQ¶DQGµEDGFRXQVHO¶WKDW
VXUURXQGHGWKHNLQJ7KHXVHRIWKHWHUPµSRLVRQ¶WKH$QJOR-Norman 
µYHQ\PH¶, is noteworthy as, for this parson/petitioner, it would have had the 
additional significance of the direct religious imagery of the snake and its part 
LQWKHRULJLQDOµ)DOOIURP*UDFH¶WKHWHUPEHLQJXVHGLQWKLVLQVWDQFHDV
DQDORJRXVIRUWKHµHYLO¶FRXQFLOORUVVXUURXQGLQJWKHNLQJ167  However, as 
HYLGHQFHIRUWKHFKDQJHLQ/DQFDVWHU¶VVWDQGLQJWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIWKLVSHWLWLRQ
lLHVLQWKHSHWLWLRQHU¶VILQDOSOHD)ROORZLQJRQIURPKLVHDUOLHUWHQWDWLYH
statement of Lancastrian support he requested that his punishment should be 
UHSHDOHGVWDWLQJWKDWKHZDVµJXLOW\RIQRWKLQJ¶)URPWKHFRQFOXVLRQRIWKLV
petition we can see that /DQFDVWHU¶VDFWLRQVLQWKHUHEHOOLRQZHUHLQWKH
aftermath of the deposition, to be seen as directed against the two Despensers 
rather than against the Crown.  
/DQFDVWHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQZDVWRUHPDLQKLJKWKURXJKRXWWKHSRVW
deposition period. For example, he became the focus of popular veneration 
with several attempts to gain his canonisation.168 The first attempt was made 
in 1327 in a letter to Pope John XXII under the seal of Edward III, although 
more likely at the behest of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer. In it 
/DQFDVWHUZDVGHSLFWHGDV(GZDUG,,,¶VµPRVWEHORYHGNLQVPDQ¶KLVGHDWKE\
H[HFXWLRQEHLQJGHVFULEHGDVKLVKDYLQJµIDOO>HQ@DVOHHSLQ*RG¶169 This 
sponsorship by the new regime, firstly under the regency and later directly 
from Edward III, along with the fiscal significance for the Church of this 
popular veneration, is illustrated by two petitions presented around 1327 and 
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1334 by the Prior and Priory of Pontefract.170 The earlier petition complained 
WKDWRIIHULQJVOHIWDWWKHVLWHRI/DQFDVWHU¶VH[Hcution were being spent by the 
lay community to the detriment of the Church. The later petition complained 
that the priory was being denied the administration of the offerings to the 
chapel built for the veneration of Lancaster. The cult was therefore profitable 
enough to impact on the running of the Priory. These petitions are not only 
LQGLFDWLYHRISRSXODUVXSSRUWIRU/DQFDVWHU¶VFXOWEXWDOVRIRULWVVSRQVRUVKLS
by the established regime.  
&RQFOXVLRQ 
This chapter opened by asserting that Thomas, 2nd earl of Lancaster, at 
WKHVWDUWRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQKDGQRWFRQIRUPHGWRWKHLPDJHRIDQ
archetypical opponent of the Crown. But on March 11, 1322, only days before 
the battle of Boroughbridge, Edward II had denounced Lancaster and his 
associates as traitors.171 $V%RWKZHOOQRWHGµWREDFNELWHZLWKLQWKHFRXUWZDV
RQHWKLQJ¶EXWWREHQDPHGDVDQRSSRQHQWRIWKHNLQJVRPHRQHZKRKDG
EHWUD\HGQRWRQO\KLVNLQJDQGNLQJGRPEXWµ(QJOLVKVRFLHW\DVDZKROH¶ZDV
very much another.172 What do the petitions reveal about Lancaster's changing 
reputation at this time? Do they support the allegations that he not only acted 
tyrannously against those within his sphere of influence but was also a rebel 
and a traitor? 
Anthony Tuck stated that all post-Conquest English reigns had two 
GLVWLQJXLVKLQJIHDWXUHVµDPRQDUFK\ZKLFKHQMR\HG«DXWKRULW\WKURXJKRXWWKH
UHDOP«DQGDKLJKHUQRELOLW\ZKLFK«VRXJKWWRH[HUFLVHSROLWLFDOLQIOXHQFH
RYHUWKHNLQJ¶173 Lancaster's career certainly supports this theory.  For a 
decade Lancaster had sought to install parliamentary reform and limit the 
NLQJ¶VSRZHU%XWWRDWWDFNWKHNLQJIRUDQDVVXPHGIDLOXUHRIKLVUR\DOGXWLHV
was tantamount to encroaching on perceptions of royal power, and could have 
been considered treasonous. However, the English had historically accepted 
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WKDWµWKH&URZQ>ZDV@VRPHWKLQJJUHDWHUWKDQWKHJRRGRIWKHNLQJ¶174 This 
allowed for there to be a distinction between treason against the king and 
treason against the Crown. Treason against the king constituted acts 
specifically against the person of the king, whilst treason against the Crown 
was perceived as being against the common good of the realm.175 This seems to 
be in line with a recurring concept found in thirteenth and fourteenth century 
political writings which stated that there should be a method of reviewing the 
conduct of a deficient monarch, by force if necessary. This was confirmed in 
both Magna Carta and the Boulogne Agreement of 1308, which stated that if 
WKHNLQJZDVQRWZLOOLQJWRUHPRYHµWKHHYLO¶WKHQµWKHHYLl must be removed by 
FRQVWUDLQW¶ 176 There was also a clear and distinct separation between acts of 
treason and rebellion with, according to Bothwell, internal dissent and rebellion 
being almost commonplace in medieval life.177 Therefore, although raising 
troops to raid Despenser lands and even marching on London to demand their 
exile in parliament would not have been considered acts of treason, Lancaster's  
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alleged correspondence with the Scottish king and his having effectively 
declared war against the king, ZLWKµbaner displaide¶FHUWDLQO\ZDV178   
Contemporaneously Lancaster was depicted as either a traitor or a saint, 
with little middle ground being available to the, at best, subjective chroniclers. 
The Lancastrian supported author of the Brut spoke of Thomas of Lancaster as 
µthe gode¶DQGµgentil erl¶DQGRIKLVSUD\LQJZLWKµpitouse wordes¶RQWKHZD\
WRKLVH[HFXWLRQSOHDGLQJIRU*RG¶VPHUF\DVWKHFKURQLFOHUGHFODUHGWKDWµWKH
HDUWKO\NLQJKDVIRUVDNHQXV¶þe erþely kyng haþ us forsake).179 This depiction 
HPSKDVLVHG(GZDUG,,¶VUROHDVSDUWRIDWKHRFUDF\D*RGDSSRLQWHGPRQDUFK\
EXWDOVR/DQFDVWHU¶VUROHDV6WHZDUGRI(QJODQGDVGHIHQGHURIWKH&URZQ
However, the author of the Bridlingtoniensi, readily depicted Lancaster as 
guilty of treason, noting an allegation made by the king that Lancaster had 
treasonously corresponded with Robert Bruce, king of Scotland.180 However, 
the chronicler was unwilling to openly agree with Edward II's accusation, even 
though he had reportedly seen one of LancDVWHU¶VDOOHJHGOHWWHUVSUXGHQWO\
asserting that only God could know the truth of the accusation.181 This caution 
was even shown by the pro-Edwardian author of the Vita Edwardi Secundi. 
Describing the same accusation he was also unwilling to openly accuse 
Lancaster of corresponding with the Scots which would have escalated 
UHEHOOLRQLQWRWKHDFWRIWUHDVRQVWDWLQJWKDWLWZDVIRUµPRUHLPSRUWDQWSHUVRQV
WRGHFLGH¶182 
Modern historians have similarly been divided in their assessment of 
the earl. For example, Stubbs and Tout focused only on the political impact of 
the career of Thomas of Lancaster, declaring that although he may have been 
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politically principled he was nevertheless an inept statesman.183 Maddicott 
GHVFULEHGWKHHDUOHPRWLYHO\DVDUXWKOHVVµUDSDFLRXV¶DQGµJUDVSLQJW\UDQW¶
who behaved without compunction in punishing those who acted against him, 
whilst Fryde considered him to have been willing to compromise, or at least 
undermine, his political principles to satisfy personal animosities.184 Maddicott 
added to his view of Lancaster, describing his attitude to the reform of the 
Crown through the implementation of the Ordinances and depicted Lancaster 
DVUHPDLQLQJDVWHDGIDVWEXWµLVRODWHGGHIHQGHURI>DQ@DEDQGRQHGFDXVH¶185  
A consideration of the changing portrayals of Lancaster within the 
petitions are equally suggestive of a complex individual whose personal and 
political motivations often warred against each other. For example, a 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQRI7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU¶VOLIHDQGILQDQFHVRXWVLGHRIWhe royal 
court, as depicted through the content of the petitions, portrays a man whose 
RZQJUHDWZHDOWKDQGSRZHUVXSSRUWV0DGGLFRWW¶VVWDWHPHQWWKDW/DQFDVWHU
SODFHGµKHDY\SUHVVXUH¶RQKLVWHQDQWVDQGQHLJKERXUV7KLVµW\UDQQ\¶ZDV
echoed in the words of certain petitioners who accused him of placing 
µgrevouses¶REOLJDWLRQVRQWKHP186   Conway Davies and Lawrence both 
concurred with, and emphasised this by noting that there were as many 
FRPSODLQWVWKDWFRXOGEHGHVFULEHVDVDFWVRIµW\UDQQ\¶EURXJKWDJDLQVt 
Lancaster after his downfall as there were against the Despensers in 1327.187  
The number of petitions directly relating to the rebellion, and particularly to 
Thomas of Lancaster himself appear to support this theory.  Graph 1.1 clearly 
illustrates that the number of petitions relating to Lancaster rose dramatically 
after his execution (from one petition in 1321 to ninety in 1322).188 However, 
this study has illustrated that this sudden rise in petitioning cannot be 
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interpreted exclusively as a response to the petitioners having obtained access 
to justice after the removal of a tyrannous landlord.  Although claims 
surrounding the injustice of Lancaster were common, and often deserved, so 
were those complaints against the failings of the bureaucracy dealing with the 
FRQILVFDWLRQVPDGHDIWHUKLVH[HFXWLRQ5DWKHUWKDQHYLGHQFHRI0DGGLFRWW¶V
µORQJKRZORISURWHVW¶DJDLQVW/DQFDVWHUWKLVVWXG\KDVVKRZQWKDWWKHLQFUHDVH
LQSHWLWLRQLQJZDVDWOHDVWLQSDUWGXHWR(GZDUG,,DQG+XJK'HVSHQVHU¶V
ruthless capitalisation on the confiscated lands and property of Lancaster and 
the Contrariants.189  
Nevertheless, there are petitions that claim that Lancaster suppressed 
KLVWHQDQWV¶ULJKWVRIWHQWKURXJKWKHµoutrajos manaces¶RIKLVVHUYDQWVZKLFK
VXSSRUWV-+5DPVH\¶VRSLQLRQWKDW/DQFDVWHUZDVµVXUURXQGHGE\YDVVDOV
TXLWHXVHGWRGHI\LQJWKH&URZQ¶190 Although there is little doubt that these 
servants acted under Lancaster's instruction, the idea that they also acted 
independently cannot be dismissed. The size of LancasWHU¶VODQGKROGLQJV
would have resulted in a necessary delegation of power by Lancaster, and a 
certain amount of administrative autonomy must have existed.191 When these 
considerations are taken into account, it is unsurprising that there was an 
increase in petitioning in a period when it was politically acceptable to use 
/DQFDVWHU¶VQDPHWRFOHDUXSDOONLQGVRIµKDOI-IRUJRWWHQFODLPV¶192 However, 
that Thomas, earl of Lancaster, was guilty of using his not inconsiderable 
influence over his own territorial holdings is unlikely to be challenged. The 
SHWLWLRQVDOVRLOOXVWUDWH/DQFDVWHU¶VXVHRIKLVVHUYDQWVWRFUHDWHDQDWPRVSKHUH
of fear and therefore reluctance to attempt to proceed against him. Again 
quoting the petition of the abbot and convent of Croyland discussed above, 
WKHUHVHHPVWREHHYLGHQFHRI/DQFDVWHUKDYLQJXVHGWKHµZLOGPHQDFHV¶RIKLV
bailiffs in order to intimidate his tenants into submission.193 These petitions 
PD\EHFRQVLGHUHGDVEHLQJHYLGHQFHRI/DQFDVWHU¶VZLOOLQJQHVVWRVXSSUHVVWKH
right oIKLVWHQDQWVWRDFFHVVWKHNLQJ¶VMXVWLFHDQGWKHUHIRUHFRQVWLWXWHG
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LQGLYLGXDODFWVRIµSHUVRQDO¶W\UDQQ\$VVWDWHGLQWKHLQWURGXFWLRQWRWKLVVWXG\
WKHUHDUHWZRGHILQLWLRQVWRWKHWHUPµW\UDQQ\¶7KHPRGHUQGHILQLWLRQFDQEH
applied to anyone who exercises power unjustly or oppressively.194  By this 
modern definition, Lancaster can be declared as having acted tyrannously, 
there being evidence in the content of the petitions that he acted without 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQRIKLVWHQDQWV¶ULJKWVHLWKHUGLUHFWO\RUWhrough the offices of his 
servants. However, one must remain aware that these petitions were presented 
LQWKH\HDUVLPPHGLDWHO\DIWHU/DQFDVWHU¶VGRZQIDOODQGPD\PHUHO\UHIOHFWWKH
SHWLWLRQHUV¶DWWHPSWHGH[SORLWDWLRQRIWKHQRWRULHW\RI/DQFDVWHUHQJHQGHUed 
after the rebellion.  
 Whatever their opinions of their erstwhile lord, the petitioners appear 
to have been uncomfortable naming Lancaster as a traitor. This is illustrated 
WKURXJKWKHXVHRIH[SUHVVLRQVVXFKDVµ7KRPDVformerly HDUORI/DQFDVWHU¶
ZKLFKUHFRJQLVHG/DQFDVWHU¶VIDOOZLWKRXWUHVRUWLQJWRDQ\GLUHFWDFFXVDWLRQRI
disloyalty or dishonour. This is also demonstrated in the terms used to describe 
/DQFDVWHU¶VXSULVLQJZLWKRQO\HLJKWSHWLWLRQVLQFOXGLQJWKHZRUGµUHEHOOLRQ¶
(rebellione, reellioun). Significantly, seven of these were presented in the pre-
deposition period, 1322-1326. This is in contrast to the forty-five instances of 
WKHWHUPµTXDUUHO¶XVHGWRGHVFULEH/DQFDVWHU¶VXSULVLQJ7KHGLIIHUHQWWHUPV
may be explained once again through the political sensitivity of the petitioners, 
WKLVWLPHWRWKHNLQJ¶VUHVSRQVHWRWKHGHDWKRIKLVFRXVLQ7KHXVHRIWKH
LQIRUPDOWHUPµTXDUUHO¶SODFHG/DQFDVWHU¶VSDUWLQWKHUHEHOOLRQRQWKHOHYHORID
IDPLOLDOµIDOOLQJRXW¶DJUeeing with Stubbs who stated that the problems of the 
UHLJQRI(GZDUG,,ZHUHRIµSHUVRQDODQGIDPLO\IDFWLRQ>UDWKHUWKDQRI@JUHDW
FDXVHV¶195  
In the wake of the deposition the level of political astuteness shown by 
WKHµRUGLQDU\¶PDQLVRQFHDJDLQLOOXVWUDWHGWKURXJKWKHFKDQJLQJSRUWUD\DORI
Lancaster in the petitions. Lancaster was portrayed as a defender of the Crown, 
a loyal and honourable member of the royal family, in direct contrast to the two 
'HVSHQVHUVZKRDVERWKRXWVLGHUVDQGµZLFNHGDGYLVRUV¶ZHUHWREHFRPHWKH
IRFXVRIEODPHIRUWKHFDWDVWURSKLFHQGWR(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ%XWZKDWHYHU
changes in his political reputation are illustrated in the content of the petitions, 
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they can only indirectly add to our knowledge of the actual character of 
Lancaster. Lancaster the man remains something of an enigma. His essential 
OR\DOW\WRWKH&URZQLIQRWWKHNLQJFRXSOHGZLWK(GZDUG,,¶VIDPLOLDl regard 
for him is also underlined in the revocation of the pardons of the rebels of 1322 
when Edward II named only Humphrey de Bohun, earl of Hereford and Essex 
directly. 196 Lancaster's influential background and the complicated political 
situation of the period, has each been studied at length. However, in agreement 
with the contention that Lancaster had received little mercy compared to 
Edward II, this consideration must remain with the evidence of the petitions. 
Although portraying him as a powerful (but not necessarily merciful) lord, an 
influential member of the royal family and a political power-broker, they never 
openly condemned his actions or labelled him as a traitor, even when political 
prudence would have dictated that they should.197
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CHAPTER 2:   HUGH DESPENSER, EARL OF WINCHESTER AND 
HUGH DESPENSER THE YOUNGER 
2.1 Tyranny, Revenue and Administrative Reform  
 
The fall of Thomas of Lancaster in 1322, coupled with the abandonment of the 
2UGLQDQFHVJUHDWO\VWUHQJWKHQHG(GZDUG,,¶VEDVLVRISRZHU+Rwever, during 
the final years of his reign he singularly failed to take advantage of this 
position and once again allowed his reign to be dominated by an unwise choice 
of personal companion in the form of Hugh Despenser the younger. Edward 
,,¶VJURZLQJGHSendence on the joint counsel of this favourite and his father, 
Hugh Despenser the elder, along with the exclusion of his erstwhile most 
WUXVWHGFRXQFLOORUVEHJDQWKHSHULRGWKDWKDVEHFRPHNQRZQDVWKHµW\UDQQ\¶RI
Edward II.1   
In order to consider the careers of the two Despensers from the viewpoint of 
the petitioners, this chapter will be broken down into five sections. The first 
VHFWLRQZLOOFRQVLGHUWKHHIIHFWVRI(GZDUG,,DQGWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶DFTXLVLWLRQ
of the lands and wealth of Lancaster and the Contrariants, through the concerns 
expressed by the petitioners. It will also consider the implications of 
administrative reform on the logistics of hearing the petitions. The second 
section will consider the implications of the promotion and actual use of the 
PRGHUQWHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶7KLVWHUPQRWRQO\OLQNVIDWKHUDQGVRQEXWKDV
allowed a reputation to develop of an indivisibility of motive and action 
between the two that remains contentious. This study will discuss the validity 
RIWKLVµLQGLYLVLELOLW\¶LQOLJKWRIWKHHYLGHQFHRIWKHSHWLWLRQVZKLFKFOHDUO\
indicate that the actions of father and son can be separated. Therefore, in order 
to further study the concept of the two Despensers as a divisible unit, this 
section will also consider the incidence and implications of those petitions 
where it is not clear which of the two Despensers is being referred to.  The 
following two sections will consider the contents of the petitions directly 
relating to the actions of the two Despensers individually; with the chapter 
concluding with a general deliberation of the overall results of the survey of the 
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 7KHµW\UDQQ\¶KDVEHHQGLVFXVVHGPDQ\WLPHVEXWQRWDEO\E\)U\GHThe Tyranny 
and Fall of Edward II. 
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Despensers related petitions. Graph 2.1 illustrates the number of petitions 
related to the two Despensers presented during the time of their ascendancy, 
the pHULRGRIWKHGHSRVLWLRQDQGWKHILUVW\HDUVRI(GZDUG,,,¶VUHLJQFRYHULQJ
the years c.1320 ± c.1335.2 
 
 
Graph 2.1: The petitions related to both Despensers, split by period, 1320-c.1335.3 
 
$QLPPHGLDWHH[SUHVVLRQRIWKLVVRFDOOHGµW\UDQQ\¶ZDVFRQYH\HGE\
the seemingly ruthless exploitation by the king and the two Despensers of the 
forfeited lands of Lancaster and the Contrariants in the aftermath of their failed 
rebellion. As Bothwell noted, quoting the Scalacronica(GZDUG,,NHSWµIRU
KLPVHOIZKDWHYHUKHZDVDEOHWRJUDERIWKHODQGVIRUIHLWHG¶E\/DQFDVWHUDQG
the Contrariants.4 7KHSHWLWLRQVLOOXVWUDWH)U\GH¶VFRQWHQWLRQWKDWWKHWKUHHZHUH
motivated primarily by monetary greed and that KLVWRULDQVKDGµJURWHVTXHO\
XQGHUHVWLPDWHGDQGPLVXQGHUVWRRGWKHPRWLYHV«RIWKHVHPHQDWWKHKHLJKWRI
WKHLUSRZHU¶5  This is highlighted by the actions of the parliament of February 
ZKLFKZDVKHOGLQDQDWPRVSKHUHRIµDGPLQLVWUDWLYHUHIRUP¶ZLWKWhe 
LQWHQWLRQWRµLPSURYHUHFRUGNHHSLQJDQGHQVXU[e] the efficient collection of 
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UR\DOUHYHQXH¶6 Whether or not Edward II was keen to embrace administrative 
reform, he appears to have been eager to assess all forms of revenue available 
to him. This was to include the collection of all debts owed to the Contrariants 
(which were now owed to the Crown through forfeiture), a tallying of the 
returns from Templar forfeitures, and the proceeds of clerical subsidies granted 
to Edward II by the pope in 1323-1324 in aid of the Scottish wars (the majority 
of which, because of a new Scottish truce, went to the treasury).7 Although in 
early May 1322 the treasury had held no more than £1,195, an estimate of the 
royal revenue in January 1324 assigned Edward II a net annual worth of 
£60,549, with the income from the Contrariant confiscations amounting to 
£12,643, which alone exceeded the traditional income from the shires by 
£900.8  
The petitions record the impact of this, with examples of claims made 
relating to debt and the payment of homage for forfeited lands. In the confusion 
of the post-Boroughbridge period, the petitions illustrate the apprehension of 
minor landowners through their requests for clarification of whether their lands 
were subject to the forfeiture of their lords, along with the subsequent financial 
REOLJDWLRQVWRWKHNLQJ7DNHIRUH[DPSOHWKHSHWLWLRQRIµ5RJHUGH:KDWWRQ
IDUPHURIWKHPDQRURI.LVOLQJEXU\¶ZKRFRPSODLQHGRIWKHDFWLRQVRI*HUDUG
del Isle, the heir of Warrin del Isle, a rebel who had forfeited his lands due to 
KLVDGKHUHQFHWR/DQFDVWHU¶VFDXVH9 Whatton, who held some of Warrin del 
,VOH¶VIRUIHLWHGODQGVDFFXVHG,VOH¶VVRQRIUREELQJKLP'XHWRWKLVUREEHU\
:KDWWRQFRPSODLQHGWKDWKHQRZKDGSUREOHPVPHHWLQJKLVREOLJDWLRQWRµOHY\
WKHNLQJ¶VGHEWIURPWKHFKDWWHOV¶RIWKHIRUPHU&RQWUDULDQW10 However, 
:KDWWRQ¶VDSSHDODSSDUHQWO\IRXQGOLWWOHV\PSDWK\ZLWKWKHWULHUVDVWKH
endorsement merely referred him back to common law.  
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Another landowner, Thomas de Leuekenore appealed twice for 
resolution over whether lands he held were subject to forfeiture and whether he 
therefore owed homage to the king for them.11 But it is the endorsements of 
/HXHNHQRUH¶VWZRSHWLWLRQVZKLFKJLYHDQLQVLJKWLQWRWKHFULVLVFDXVHGE\WKH
rebellion. The first RI/HXHNHQRUH¶VSHWLWLRQVFRQFHUQHGWKHPDQRURI6RXWK
Mimms in Middlesex, which had been formerly held from Humphrey de 
Bohun, earl of Hereford. It was endorsed by the instruction that if Leuekenore 
attended chancery and served fealty, he would be issued ZLWKDµZULWRIUHVSLWH¶
from his debt (fidelitatem et heat breve de respectum homage).12 However, the 
IDWHRI/HXHNHQRUH¶VVHFRQGFODLPRYHUWKHPDQRURI*UHDWZRUWKLQ
Northamptonshire was seemingly a more complicated matter, this manor 
having been the property of Thomas of Lancaster. The petition was endorsed 
ZLWKWKHHQLJPDWLFFRPPHQWWKDWLWZDVµQRWSRVVLEOHWRUHSO\GXHWRRWKHU
FDXVHV¶DQGLVPDUNHGDVKDYLQJEHHQVHHQµEHIRUHWKHJUHDWFRXQFLO¶Coram 
Magno Consilio).13 :KDWWKHVHµRWKHUFDXVHV¶ZHUe remains unclear; however, 
one may speculate that the difference between the endorsements of the two 
Leuekenore petitions sprang from when the estates came into the kings hands 
DQGWRZKRPWKH\KDGSUHYLRXVO\EHORQJHG/HXHNHQRUH¶V6RXWK0LPPV
estate, helGIURPWKHNLQJ¶VEURWKHU-in-law, the earl of Hereford, would have 
EHHQDOUHDG\FRQVLGHUHGDSDUWRIWKHNLQJ¶VHVWDWHVHYHQEHIRUHWKHUHEHOOLRQ
+XPSKUH\GH%RKXQ¶VODQGVKDYLQJEHHQGHFODUHGIRUIHLWE\WKHNLQJEHIRUH
Boroughbridge on January 23, 1322).14 7KHIDWHRI/HXHNHQRUH¶V*UHDWZRUWK
estate, forfeit by Lancaster after his defeat and execution, was perhaps still not 
VHWWOHG$OWKRXJKWKHSHWLWLRQKDGEHHQKHDUGE\WKHNLQJ¶VFRXQFLOLWPD\KDYH
still needed the authorisation of the king to be finalised as the king sought to 
PD[LPLVHWKHSURILWWREHPDGHIURPKLVFRXVLQ¶VGRZQIDOO15 
This could be interpreted as an indicator of the modern widely held 
belief in the avaricious and merciless exploitation of the Contrariant forfeitures 
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by Edward II. However, as the petition was not endorsed with any of the 
variations of the instruction that the petition should be heard coram rege, by 
the king himself, one cannot assume this was the decision of the king, or even 
if it ever received a royal hearing. Rather, WKHµUHPDUNDEO\VRSKLVWLFDWHG
SHWLWLRQDU\V\VWHP¶DOORZHGWKHµWULHUV¶RUµUHFHLYHUV¶WRZLHOGDOHYHORISRZHU
that allowed them to do justice on behalf of the king over the cases brought 
before them.16  +RZHYHUXQGHU(GZDUG,,WKHUHKDGEHHQIDUIHZHUµWULHUV¶
appointed to deal with a far heavier load of petitioning business than was the 
case later in the fourteenth-century.17  This does not necessarily suggest that 
Edward II was heavily involved in providing redress for his subjects, or that 
those petitioQLQJH[SHFWHGWRKDYHDFFHVVWKHNLQJ¶V*UDFH5DWKHULWPD\
LQGLFDWHDQHOHPHQWRIµVWUHDPOLQLQJ¶RIWKHFRXQFLORIWrLHUVGXULQJ(GZDUG,,¶V
reign compared with the latter part of the fourteenth-century.18  
From as early as 1290 it had become customary for there to be a 
QXPEHURIµUHFHLYHUV¶DSSRLQWHGDWHDFKSDUOLDPHQWWRJDWKHUWRJHWKHUWKH
numerous private petitions received by the king.19  %\WKHVHUHFHLYHUV¶
roles had evolved to include the hearing of these complaints, as they became 
increasingly made up of professional and legal personnel. These panels of 
µWULHUV¶ZHUHGUDZQIURPRIILFLDOVRIWKH&KXUFKPHPEHUVRIWKHQRELOLW\DQG
justices, along with the support of clerks and administrators from the various 
governmental departments such as the chancery or treasury.20 By the period of 
this study the panel was split into two distinct committees, one to hear the 
petitions from England and the other those from Gascony, Ireland, Wales, 
Scotland and the Channel Islands.21 The work of the committee of triers for 
(QJODQGSHUKDSVGXHWRWKHYROXPHRISHWLWLRQVJHQHUDWHGIURPWKHNLQJ¶V
largest seat of power, was further supported by the advice of the Chancellor, 
Treasurer, Steward and Chamberlain.22  
                                                 
16
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 86. 
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 Ibid., p. 92. 
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Ibid., pp. 91-108. 
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 Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 56, 91. 
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 For example, the roll of the parliament of January 1333 suggested WKDWWKHµ«WULHUV
and determiners of the same petitions, consult with the bishop of Winchester, the 
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The identities of those chosen to sit on these panels were often recorded 
in the parliamentary rolls. However, for the period 1320-1335, fifteen of the 
twenty-VHYHQSDUOLDPHQWVKDYHQRVXUYLYLQJµUROO¶WKHUHIRUHWKHDYDLODEOH
UHFRUGVRIWKHQDPHVRIWKRVHDSSRLQWHGWRµWU\DQGGHWHUPLQH¶DUHLQHYLWDEO\
scant.23 Of the remaining twelve parliaments, only the records of three include 
the identities of the panels of triers: October 1320, July 1321 and January 
1333.24 This lack of evidence carries on until the parliament of March 1340 
when the triers are again listed by name.25 Because of the many gaps in the 
primary evidence, especially from those parliaments during or immediately 
after the crises under discussion in this thesis, research into their impact on the 
petitions is much curtailed. Therefore such questions as how the various 
political crises, changes of regime and the passage of time were reflected in the 
makeup of these groups cannot be fully addressed. But, more importantly for 
WKLVVWXG\DQDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSDFWRIWKHWULHUV¶SROLWLFDOVRFLDODQG
familial affiliations on their neutrality in hearing of petitions fails due to lack of 
evidence.  
These groups of known named triers from the period under discussion 
were each made up of the usual split of justices, barons, members of the 
Church and administrators as described above.26 The panels of 1320 and 1321 
can further be shown to have contained many of the same members as that of 
the parliament of October 1318.27 This may be illustrative of a continuing 
VWDELOLW\LQWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHNLQJ¶VMXVWLce due to the influence of the 
Ordinances of 1311.28 However, due to the lack of extant parliamentary rolls 
for subsequent parliaments, one cannot tell if this group of triers remained 
unchanged after the repeal of the Ordinances. However, the records of the three 
extant lists of triers in the period reveal that five members were chosen in all 
three parliaments, having survived perhaps due to their apparent political 
                                                                                                                                 
FKDQFHOORU«WKHFKLHIMXVWLFHWKHWUHDVXUHURUDQ\RIWKHP«ZKHQQHFHVVDU\¶
PROME, Parliamentary roll of January 1333: C 65/2, m.1. text and translation. 
23
 PROMEµ,QWURGXFWLRQ¶3DUOLDPHQWRI-DQXDU\ 
24
 See Appendix B. 
25
 PROME, Parliament of March 1340: C 65/7, text and translation; Richardson and 
Sayles, The English Parliament in the Middle Ages, p. 198. 
26
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 91. 
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  PROME, Parliament of October 1318. 
28
 &ODXVHWZHQW\QLQHDGGUHVVHG(GZDUG,,¶VDSSDUHQWXQZLOOLQJQHVVWRKHDUSHWLWLRQV
in the first part of his reign: Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 72. 
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insight, administrative value or family connections.29 A consideration of these 
five triers may reveal why their careers were able to span the three parliaments.  
Geoffrey le Scrope is perhaps the most extreme example of the political 
longevity of these five triers. Scrope can be shown to have been a politically 
DVWXWHµPRYHUDQGVKDNHU¶ZKRVHFKDmeleon-like political allegiances allowed 
him to remain in favour despite regime change. For example, during the reign 
of Edward II he took part in the trial of Thomas of Lancaster in 1322.30 He 
went on to be so closely identified with the two Despensers that he was 
LQFOXGHGZLWKWKHPLQ0RUWLPHU¶VDOOHJHGSORWWRPXUGHUWKHPLQ31 But, 
by the end of 1326, he had once again managed to switch allegiances to Queen 
,VDEHOOD¶VSDUW\DQGLQ-DQXDU\KHZDVSDUWRIWKHGHOHJDWLRQWKDW
UHFHLYHG(GZDUG,,¶s abdication.32 ,QDWWKHPRPHQWRI(GZDUG,,,¶V
reassertion of his personal rule and the end of the Regency, Scrope illustrated 
once again his ability to adapt to political change. He went on to become one of 
(GZDUG,,,¶VSULQFLSOHFRXQFLOORUV33  
Another of the five triers, Richard de Grey, not only served in all three 
parliaments but on both panels. His continued inclusion again may have hinged 
on his diplomatic expertise gained through his extensive service to Edward II 
in Gascony; however, that he was also son-in-law to one of the other five triers, 
the politically astute Hugh de Courtenay, may also have been significant.34 
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 Hugh de Courtenay, Geoffrey le Scrope, Richard de Grey, John Stonor William 
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Edward II and Ireland, 1321-¶LQ'RGGDQG0XVVRQThe Reign of Edward II: New 
Perspective, p. 128; Parliamentary Writs, 2, pp. 244-249. 
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 9DOHµ6LU*HRIIUH\6FURSH¶ODNB. 
33
 Ibid. 
34
 PROME, Parliament of October 1320: SC 9/23, text and translation; PROME, 
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Courtenay, like Scrope, can be shown to have been willing to change 
allegiances as the political climate dictated. For example, although he sided 
with the king at Boroughbridge, he was one of those who renounced their 
allegiance to Edward II at Kenilworth in January 1327.35 However, 
&RXUWHQD\¶VVXUYLYDODVDWULHUFDQEHH[SODLQHGSXUHO\GXHWRKLV
administrative credentials.  In 1313 he had been elected as one of the Ordainers 
DQGLQDPHPEHURIWKHNLQJ¶V&RXQFLO36 He was therefore a sound 
administrative choice. Although these administrative positions were not likely 
WRKDYHJDLQHGKLP(GZDUG,,¶VIDYRXUKLVSRVLWLRQZRXOGhave been further 
strengthened by his familial relationship to both the king and the Despensers. 
He was nephew to Hugh Despenser the elder, and the father-in-law of Margaret 
de Bohun, the granddaughter of Edward I.37 By the time of the parliament of 
1333 CoXUWHQD\¶VDGPLQLVWUDWLYHH[SHULHQFHDVDQ2UGDLQHUDQGKLVIDPLOLDO
relationship to the royal family may have cancelled out the negative 
connotations of his relationship to the Despenser family.  
Of the remaining two of the five triers included in all three parliaments 
little can be learned about the credentials of William Martin, but the final 
member, John Stoner, appears to have simply remained a dedicated justice who 
GLGQRWLQYROYHKLPVHOILQSROLWLFVDSSDUHQWO\KDYLQJµQRSROLWLFDORSLQLRQVRI
his own¶38 His value as a politically neutral justice is further illustrated 
through his being named in the next recorded panel of triers in March 1340.39 
However, in November of the same year he was removed from office and 
imprisoned in the Tower of London and then at Nottingham Castle as part of a 
general purge of his administration by Edward III.40 But he was restored to the 
office of Chief Justice in May 1342 in which position he remained until 1354 
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ZKHQKHUHWLUHGDOWKRXJKKHUHPDLQHGRQWKHNLQJ¶VFRXQFLOXQWil his death 
later the same year.41  
It is clear from this brief review of these individuals that their political 
allegiances and family connections would have had a significant impact on 
their careers as triers, with their personal and political agendas influencing their 
impartiality in the hearing of the petitions. But these affiliations and agendas, 
without further supporting evidence, cannot be used to create an image of the 
impact of the triers on the resolution of the petitions for the whole period under 
consideration. Rather they provide us with only a suggestion of their potential 
value. Therefore this study will instead concentrate on the evidence provided 
from the uninterrupted flow of the petitions themselves, in order to reveal the 
intricate relationships between the king and his subjects, and their responses to 
political and social crises and the consequences of tyranny. 
µ7KH'HVSHQVHUV¶ - A Father and Son Alliance? 
 
7KHJHQHULFXVHRIµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶DORQJZLWKRWKHUWHUPVVXFKDVµWKH
'HVSHQVHUUHJLPH¶KDVUHVXOWHGLQWKHFUHDWLRQRIDSRSXODULPDJHRIDQ
indivisibility of actions and motives of the father and son that the evidence of 
the petitions does not support. These terms, and others like them, such as the 
H[WUHPHµ'HVSHQVHUGLFWDWRUVKLS¶DUHUKHWRULFDOFRQVWUXFWVFUHDWHGDVDPHWKRG
of shorthand to speak about the two men.42 However, this is suggestive of a 
GHSHUVRQDOLVHGµZLFNHG¶DOOLDQFHEDVHGDURXQGWKHIDFWRIWKHLUNLQVKLSDQG
similarity of given name, which may not have been understood or even 
recognised by their contemporaries. One of the most striking of the results of 
this study is that there are only eighteen petitions that named both father and 
son in the same request/complaint.43 This distinction is further qualified when 
RQHUHDOLVHVWKDWQRQHRIWKHVHSHWLWLRQVDFWXDOO\FRQWDLQWKHSKUDVHµWKH
'HVSHQVHUV¶7KHWZRPHQDUHLQYDULDEO\QDPHGVHSDUDWHO\IRUH[DPSOH/RUG
Despenser the father and Lord Hugh the son (Sire Despenser le pere et Sire 
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 7KHWHUPVµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶DQGµ'HVSHQVHUUHJLPH¶DUHXVHGWKURXJKRXW
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Hugh le fiz).44  This separation creates a subtle distinction between the two 
men, leading to a concept of an individuality of action and motive that becomes 
ORVWLQWKHXVHRIVXFKJHQHULFWHUPVDVµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶ 
However, there is evidence that the father and son, if not actively 
collaborating, were nevertheless guilty of profiting from the actions of the 
other. For example, the petition of Alice Danvers, presented c.1322 to 1326, 
complained of the loss of her holding of Werham in Stratfield Turgis, 
Hampshire.45  Danvers accused both Richard de Okelond and William de 
Horewode, a servant of Hugh Despenser the younger, of driving her out of her 
house and lands, robbing her and leaving her destitute. Her lands were 
eventually granted to Ingeham Berenger, whom she states was under the 
protection of Hugh Despenser the elder.46 Even though this petition was 
presented before their fall in 1326, Danvers displayed no fear or hesitation in 
naming the two Despensers. Danvers specifically identified Okelond and 
+RUHZRGHDVEHLQJRIWKHMRLQWµKRusehold of the king and Hugh Despenser the 
VRQ¶mengnage nostre seigneur le roi et sire Hugh le Despenser le fitz), who 
she clearly implicated as using his influence to hinder her from recovering her 
lands. It is interesting to note that Danvers cited the households of the king and 
Despenser the younger as being one and the same, with the use of the singular 
IRUµKRXVHKROG¶meignage), illustrating how closely Hugh Despenser the 
younger was associated with the king in the minds of the general populace of 
the time. His position of Chamberlain, coupled with his close friendship with 
Edward II created a situation where it was possible that his name was 
considered as being synonymous with that of the king.  
                                                 
44
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45
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WKLVLVGDWHGWREHIRUHWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶GRZQIDOODVWKHZRUGLQJRI
the petition actively suggests that they were alive, as it uses the present tense when 
UHTXHVWLQJWKDWWKHUHZHUHQRPRUHµOHWWHUVRIJUHDWPHQ¶letres de grant homes) 
granted. 
46
 'DQYHUV¶DFFXVDWLRQWKDW%HUHQJHUZDVDPHPEHURI'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU¶V
entourage is given credence by the fact that in 1321 Berenger was entrusted with all of 
Despenser the HOGHU¶VODQGVGXULQJKLVH[LOH Berenger being DespenVHUWKHHOGHU¶V
µWUXVWHGVHUYDQWDQGNQLJKW¶Davies, The Baronial Opposition to Edward II, pp. 89-
6DXOµ7KH'HVSHQVHUVDQGWKH'RZQIDOORI(GZDUG,,¶SS-6/:DXJKµ)RU
King, Country and Patron: The Despensers and Local Administration, 1321-¶
The Journal of British Studies (1983), 22, 23-58, pp. 29, 32-33; CCR, 1318-1323, pp. 
385, 442; Davies, The Baronial Opposition to Edward II, pp. 89-90. 
  74 
 An almost identically worded petition, also relating to the actions of 
Okelond and Horewode under the protection of Despenser the younger, was 
presented in the same period (1322-1326) by Hugh de Hanford, also of 
Stratfield Turgis.47 7KLVSHWLWLRQDOVRHQGHGE\FLWLQJWKDWWKHSHWLWLRQHU¶VODQGV
had been granted to Ingeham Berenger. Remedy through the petitioning 
process was effectively denied as both petitions were referred back to common 
law.48 That these two petitions were brought during the same time period, 
ZRUGHGDOPRVWLGHQWLFDOO\XVLQJDYHU\VLPLODUµKDQG¶DQGSHUWDLQHGWRWKH
ownership of lands found within the same parish would seem to indicate that 
the two petitioners may not only have used the same scribe or legal 
professional to draft their complaints, but it may also indicate a deliberate act 
of collaboration.49 The petitioners intentionally chose to present their 
complaints at the same time to add weight to their claims made at the height of 
the ascendancy of the two Despensers.  
Why then did these two petitioners decide to present their petitions at 
this time when the Despensers were still so powerful? A deciding factor for 
Alice Danvers may have been her age at the time of petitioning. She is 
recorded as being the widow of Sir Robert de Hauford in the mid-thirteenth 
century, and in 1288 the widow of Ralph Danvers; therefore by 1322 she was 
clearly very elderly.50 There is also proof of a longstanding hostility between 
Danvers and the Okelond family.51 The Okelond family were due to inherit 
Alice Danvers lands through reversion on the event of her death, including her 
holding of Werham. But, in 1303, John atte Okelond had led a failed pre-
emptive attempt to dispossess Danvers of these lands.52 The 1322 petition 
named Richard de Okelond, almost certainly a relative of John atte Okelond, as 
joint perpetrator in the attack on Danvers. The petition of Hugh de Hanford, 
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also of Stratfield Turgis, naming the same perpetrators, was presumably made 
to bolster the complaint of Danvers.53  
However, this does not explain why Danvers and Hanford risked 
naming the two Despensers in their petitions. A more careful consideration of 
the wording of the petitions brought by these petitioners may explain such an 
DSSDUHQWO\ULVN\VWUDWHJ\%RWK'DQYHUVDQG+DQIRUGDVNHGIRUWKHµOHWWHUVRI
JUHDWPHQ¶SUHVXPDEO\WKH'HVSHQVHUV) to be withheld from Okelond and 
Horewode. This may indicate that the inclusion of the names of the Despensers 
in the two petitions was not intended as a criticism, but rather as a ingratiating 
JHVWXUHKLJKOLJKWLQJWKHLUSRVLWLRQVDVµJUHDWPHQ¶7KLVH[planation is further 
supported by the two petitioners deliberately setting out to emphasise the 
vulnerability of their own situation. Although the latter is considered a 
common rhetorical tool used in the petitioning process, in this case it was even 
more important for the petitioners to stress their vulnerability, as they appealed 
IRUWKHNLQJ¶VPHUF\DJDLQVWKLVIDYRXULWHV54 However, that both petitioners 
UHTXHVWHGWKDWWKH&URZQGLVDOORZDQ\IXUWKHUµOHWWHUVRIJUHDW>SRZHUIXO@PHQ¶
(lettres de grant homes) may also suggest that the petitioners considered that 
WKHNLQJDQGKLVFRXQFLOKDGWKHDELOLW\WRFXUWDLOWKHDFWLRQVRIWKHVHWZRµJUHDW
PHQ¶DSSHDOLQJWR(GZDUG,,¶VULJKWIXOUROHDVSXUYH\RURIMXVWLFHWRKLV
subjects.55 It also conveys the impression, even if only rhetorically, that the 
Crown was not considered as being rendered powerless by the manoeuvrings 
of the two Despensers.  
Both Danvers and Hanford stated that their lands had subsequently been 
granted to Ingeham Berenger, who was named as being under the protection of 
+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHUµWKHHDUORI:LQFKHVWHU¶7KHLQFOXVLRQRIWKHHOGHU
Despenser in these two petitions, even though he was not actively accused of 
wrongdoing, can be interpreted in two ways. Either the petitioners were 
attempting to emphasis their vulnerability against these so-FDOOHGµJUHDWPHQ¶
WKDWKDGOHGWRWKHLUµSRYHUW\DQGPLVIRUWXQH¶E\WKHLQFOXVLRQRIDQRWKHU
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famous name or, more unlikely, the petitioners were not sufficiently 
intimidated by either of the DesSHQVHUV¶UHSXWDWLRQVnot to mention him.  
If one contrasts these pre-deposition petitions with those brought in the 
immediate aftermath of their execution, and the deposition of Edward II, one 
can immediately see a difference in the way the two Despensers were depicted. 
Although the petitions in the study include some of the more colourful and well 
documented accusations against the two Despensers, it is perhaps the 
complaints of those less important people under their influence which add most 
to our undersWDQGLQJRIWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶UHSXWDWLRQV56 For example, the petition 
of Mary de Costowe of Oxfordshire, presented in 1327, described the actions 
of Richard Snede who, allegedly accompanied by the two Despensers, had 
beaten and mistreated Costowe, forcing her to agree to relinquish her lands.57 
7KLVSHWLWLRQHU¶VXVHRIWKHQDPHVRIERWK'HVSHQVHUVEROVWHUHGKHUFODLP
against the wrongdoings of a Despenser servant. This can be interpreted as 
suggesting that Costowe was attempting to exploit the fact that Queen Isabella 
and Roger Mortimer had based the legitimacy of the new reign on the need to 
remove the two Despensers. By adopting an anti-Despenser stance, Costowe 
effectively created a psychological bond with the new regime, with the 
Despensers as a common enemy.58 This petition demonstrates the attitude of 
both the petitioner and the petitioned to the reputation of the Despensers. For 
H[DPSOHRQHPXVWTXHVWLRQWKHYDOLGLW\RI&RVWRZH¶VDFFXVDWLRQWKDWWZRVXFK
important men would have been personally and actively involved in such a low 
key acquisition. But the petitioner evidently believed that the triers appointed 
by the new regime would be willing to accept such a charge. However, the 
SHWLWLRQ¶VHQGRUVHPHQWFKDOOHQJHVWKLVDVVXPSWLRQ,WZDVUHIHUUHGEDFNWRWKH
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common law process, suggesting that the emotive content and language of the 
petition held little sway with those considering the petition. 
 In 1327 Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer were eager to establish 
(GZDUG,,,¶VULJKWVDVVRYHUHLJQ$QLPSRUWDQWSDUt of this involved the 
UHKDELOLWDWLRQRIKLVIDWKHU¶VFKDUDFWHUDQGWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIKLVLQQRFHQFH
This was to be achieved through the confirmation of the guilt of the two 
'HVSHQVHUVZKRDVµRXWVLGHUV¶DQGµZLFNHGDGYLVRUV¶ZHUHWREHVKRZQDV
being separate from the royal family. This separation is illustrated in the first 
WKUHHDUWLFOHVRI(GZDUG,,,¶VILUVWVWDWXWH7KHFUHDWLRQRIWKHVWDWXWHDJDLQVW
the Despensers benefited both the new king and his two regents, as it had the 
effect of not only RIILFLDOO\HVWDEOLVKLQJWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶UROHLQWKHGRZQIDOORI
Edward II but endorsed the actions of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer in 
deposing Edward II, and established the rights of Edward III as the new 
monarch. However, the statute also had the effect of opening an avenue of 
opportunity to find redress for those who wished to complain about the actions 
of the Despensers; it also obliged the legal system to ensure its administration. 
$V6-+DUULVVWDWHGWKHµFURZQ>KDG@DGGHGFRQVLGHUDEO\WRWKe arsenal of 
ZHDSRQVWKDWFRXOGEHPRELOLVHGE\«WKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWV¶59 
An example of one such petition that names both Despensers and 
whose endorsement cites this statute, is that brought by Roland de Vaus in 
1327.60 Vaus complained that he had been forced in 1324 to grant the reversion 
of his land in Babcary, Somerset to Walter Stapledon, then Bishop of Exeter, 
ZKRZDVXQGHUWKHµSURWHFWLRQRI>ERWK@+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKHIDWKHUDQGWKH
VRQ¶meintenaunce sire Hugh le Despenser le piere et le fiz).61 Although there 
does not seem to have been any verification of the accusations made against 
the Despensers, the petition was endorsed by the statement that Vaus should 
VXHE\µWKHVWDWXWH¶LIWKHFRPSODLQWUHIHUUHGWRWKHDFWLRQVRIWKH'HVSHQVHUV
after their exile in 1321, but stipulated that nothing should be done if the events 
took place before their exile. This demarcation between the actions of the 
Despenser before and after their exile highlighted that the new regime was 
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 +DUULVµ7DNLQJ\RXUFKDQFHV3HWLWLRQLQJ LQWKH/DVW<HDUVRI(GZDUG,,¶ in 
Ormrod, Dodd and Musson, Medieval Petitions: Grace and Grievance, pp. 173-192. 
60
 SC 8/81/4001. 
61
 That he signed over this reversion to Stapledon in 1324 is confirmed by a fine 
appended to this petition: SC 8/81/4002. 
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intent on depicting the recall of the Despensers, and by inference all their 
subsequent actions, as illegal. This was not only significant for the 
HVWDEOLVKPHQWRIWKHOHJLWLPDF\RIWKHQHZUHJLPH¶VDFWLRQVDJDLQVWWKH(GZDUG
II and the Despensers, it could also be taken as a justification for the actions of 
Roger Mortimer during the same period, when he had not only acted against 
WKHNLQJEXWKDGEHHQRQHRIWKRVHLQVWUXPHQWDOLQIRUFLQJWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶
brief exile in 1321-1322.62  
Having established that the two Despensers were usually named 
separately in the petitions also implies that the two Despensers were equally 
well known and that it had been necessary to create some separation of identity 
between them. However, there are fifty-IRXUSHWLWLRQVWKDWQDPHGµ+XJK
'HVSHQVHU¶ZLWKQRIXUWKHUTualification. Through a consideration of both 
geographical context and the identification of those supporters and servants of 
the Despensers, many can be identified. Graph 2.2 details the results of this 
scrutiny, showing only twenty four petitions where it remains unclear to which 
Despenser the complaint refers.63  
An example of the process of ascertaining the identity of either father or 
son is the petition of William Bretoun of Houghton, presented in 1327.64 
$OWKRXJKLWLVXQFOHDUZKHWKHUWKHµ+XJK'HVSHQVHU¶QDPHGLQWKHSHWLWLRQLV
WKHHOGHURUWKH\RXQJHUWKHSHWLWLRQDOVRQDPHVµ-RKQGH6HLQWEURWKHU-in-
ODZRI+XJKOH'HVSHQVHU¶-RKQ6W$PDQGFDQEHVKRZQWRKDYHPDUULHG
Margaret, the daughter of Hugh Despenser the elder.65 Therefore it is fairly 
straight forward to conclude that the petition refers to Hugh Despenser the 
younger. However, there are those petitions that remain enigmatic having only 
circumstantial evidence as to which Despenser the petition refers. One such 
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 The Vita Edwardi Secundi gives a clear indicator to the reasons behind this enmity, 
VWDWLQJWKDW'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHUKDGµFRYHWHGFHUWDLQFDVWOHV¶EHORQJLQJWR
Mortimer and that he blamed the Mortimer family for the death of his grandfather, 
Hugh Despenser the Justiciar, at the battle of Evesham in 1265, swearing vengeance 
on both Roger Mortimer and his uncle, Roger Mortimer of Chirk: Vita Edwardi 
Secundi, pp. 108-109; Fryde, The Tyranny and Fall of Edward II, p. 10. 
63
 The Graph 2.2 VKRZVWKHUHVXOWVRIWKLVZLWKWKHµUHDOORFDWHG¶SHWLWLRQVEHLQJ
represented by the cross-hatched section at the top of each column. 
64
 SC 8/294/14675. 
65
 )URPWKHELRJUDSK\RIWKHLUVRQ5)UDPHµ$OPDULF6W$PDQG7KLUG%DURQ6t 
Amand, Justiciar of Ireland (1314-1381)¶, ODNB. 
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Graph 2.2: The Distribution of Petitions relating to Hugh Despenser the elder and 
younger, 1320 to c.1335, with an illustration of reallocated single Despenser petitions. 
 
petition is that of Roger de Birthorp, brought in 1327.66 This petition relates to 
an apparently long-running dispute between Birthorp and John de Camelton, 
the Prior of Sempringham. Birthorp complained that the prior was protected by 
µP\ORUG+XJK'HVSHQVHU¶mounsire Hugh le Despenser), but without any 
further distinction. The problem of establishing the LGHQWLW\RIµP\ORUG+XJK
'HVSHQVHU¶LVIXUWKHUFRPSRXQGHGE\WKHIDFWWKDWDOWKRXJK6HPSULQJKDP
SULRU\ZDVWKHKRPHRIWZRRI+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU¶VGDXJKWHUVWKHYDVW
majority of the Lacy lands in Lincolnshire (of which Sempringham was a part) 
were held by Hugh Despenser the younger.67  Therefore either of the two men 
could be cited as the Despenser responsible for protecting the prior. 
The existence of these problematical petitions could have several 
interpretations. For example, they may illustrate that these petitioners were 
ignorant of the importance of differentiating between the two Despensers, or 
even that they were not known outside the localities under their influence. 
However, it is unlikely that there was anyone unaware of the existence of both 
Despensers, and the latter argument is also unlikely due to the geographic 
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 SC 8/34/1671. 
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 That the Lacy family had long associations with the order of Gilbertines living at 
Sempringham see: B. M. Laughton, St. Gilbert of Sempringham, 1089-1189 (London, 
1913), p. 233; W. Page (ed.), A History of the County of Lincoln, vol. 2, VCH 
(Folkestone, 1906), pp. 179-187; Fryde, The Tyranny and Fall of Edward II, p. 113; 
Phillips, Edward II, p. 447. 
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µVSUHDG¶RIWKHWZR'HVSHQVHUVKROGLQJVZKLFKZHUHH[WHQVLYH68 Phillips 
GHVFULEHGWKH'HVSHQVHUVHVWDWHVDVKDYLQJEHHQµYDVW¶JLYLQJDVDQH[DPSOH
that between the two, along with Edward II and the earl of Arundel, they 
RZQHGDOPRVWµWKUHH-TXDUWHUVRI:DOHV¶69 Saul underlined this belief by stating 
that the extensive nature of their landholdings meant they must be considered 
as a family of national standing.70  
However, taking into account the professionalism, education and 
knowledge of the scribes/clerks and lawyers responsible for composing the 
petitions, a more likely explanation for these petitions is that there was an 
expectation that the triers would recognise which Despenser was being 
accused. This may indicate that the two Despensers were not considered as 
being equally guilty of wrongdoing. This is perhaps further supported when 
one considers the number of these petitions that can be allocated to one or 
other of the Despensers.71 Twenty two of these petitions can be shown to refer 
to the actions of Hugh Despenser the younger, whereas only six can be shown 
to be related to Despenser the elder. This is a clear indicator that Hugh 
Despenser the younger was seen as the µ'HVSHQVHU¶ 
 
In light of the theory that Despenser the elder was a relatively minor 
µDFWRU¶LQWKHHYHQWVRIWKHILQDO\HDUVRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQWKHQH[WVHFWLRQ
will consider what the evidence of the petitions can reveal specifically about 
the actions and reputation of Hugh Despenser the elder. 
2.3 Hugh Despenser the Elder  
µ$.LQJ¶V0DQLQ(YHU\6HQVHRIWKH:RUG¶"72 
 
+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHUKDVEHHQFRQVLGHUHGDVµDNLQJ¶VPDQLQHYHU\VHQVH
RIWKHZRUG¶DQDUGHQWUR\DOLVW73 But he has also been portrayed as colluding 
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 For a breakdown of where to find evidence for the two Despensers holdings see: 
Fryde, The Tyranny and Fall of Edward IIµ$SSHQGL[¶SS-232. 
69
 Phillips, Edward II, pp. 416-419. 
70
 6DXOµ7KH'HVSHQVHUVDQGWKH'RZQIDOORI(GZDUG,,¶S 
71
 See Appendix A2. 
72
 /DZUHQFHµ5LVHRID5R\DO)DYRXULWH¶LQ Dodd and Musson, The Reign of Edward 
II, p. 214. 
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with his son to exploit his position as friend and councillor to the king for his 
RZQJDLQDQGWKDWKHZDVSDUWRIRQHRIWKHµPRVWRSSUHVVLYHUHJLPH>V@«LQ
PHGLHYDO(QJODQG¶74 The apparent indivisibility of action by the father and son 
ZDVVXPPHGXSE\0DUW\Q/DZUHQFHZKRVWDWHGWKDWµLWZDVKDUGWR
GLIIHUHQWLDWHEHWZHHQWKHWZR'HVSHQVHUV¶75 However, the petitions do not 
support this statement; there are eighty-eight petitions that are related to Hugh 
Despenser the elder from c.1320 to c.1335, which suggests he was well known 
as an individual in his own right.76  
Graph 2.3 illustrates how the petitions relating to Despenser the elder 
are distributed throughout the period. These include those that named 
Despenser the elder through direct actions, and those which name him but refer 
to the actions of his servants and those retainers who owed loyalty to 
Despenser and who wore his livery. Unsurprisingly it can be seen from this 
graph that petitioning against Despenser the elder appears to have peaked in the 
deposition period of 1326 to 1327, remaining elevated (if at a much reduced 
level) during the regency and after the re-emergence of the personal power of 
the king.  
 
Graph 2.3: The Distribution of petitions naming Hugh Despenser the elder, 1320-c.1335. 
 
                                                                                                                                 
73
 -6+DPLOWRQµ+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKH(OGHU(DUORI:LQFKHVWHU±¶ 
ODNB. 
74
 2UPURGµ$JHQGDIRU/HJLVODWLRQ-F¶S 
75
 /DZUHQFHµ5LVHRID5R\DO)DYRXULWH¶S 
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 See Graph 2.2. 
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Despenser the elder was an influential member of Court circles 
WKURXJKRXW(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQDQGWKHSHWLWLRQVFDQEHXVHGWRDVVHVVKLVVWDWXV
in the period leading up to 1320. For example, a petition brought by Matilda 
8SWRQWKH$EEHVVRI*RGVWRZGHVFULEHG'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU¶VDOOHJHG
misconduct during his tenure as Keeper of the Forest south of the Trent 77 Her 
FRPSODLQWUHODWHGWRWKHFRQILVFDWLRQRISDVWXUHODQGDW3DQ¶V+LOO3DQFKHKDOH
Buckinghamshire, granWHGWRWKHDEEH\E\WKHµNLQJ¶VDQFHVWRUV¶6KHFODLPHG
WKDW'HVSHQVHUKDGµE\FRORXURIKLVRIILFH¶VHL]HGWKHODQGVXEVHTXHQWO\
under-valuing it and gifting it to John de Handlo, one of the sub-foresters, and 
a Despenser retainer.78 Despenser the elder had been removed from the office 
of Keeper of the Forest in February 1315 as part of a commission appointed by 
WKH&URZQWRFRQVLGHUµWKHIUHTXHQWFRPSODLQWVRIDFWVRIRSSUHVVLRQ¶DOOHJHG
to have been committed by the Keepers of the Forests.79 The use of the plural 
in the wording of the commission suggests that there may have been a general 
historic misuse of power by these officials, but it is clear from the records of 
the commission that Hugh Despenser the elder was considered as its main 
focus, with his removal being recorded in February 1315.80 The results of this 
commission meant that when a petition by John and Alice de Benham was 
presented at some point in the period 1315 to 1322 requesting the return of 
                                                 
77
 SC 8/50/2473. Originally kQRZQDVµMXVWLFHVRIWKHIRUHVW¶WKHWHUPµNHHSHURIWKH
IRUHVW¶KDGEHFRPHWKHDFFHSWHGWLWOHE\WKHWLPHRI'HVSHQVHU
VUHPRYDODVWKH
Southern keeper in 1315. A generally administrative role, it was nevertheless a 
significant one. Other important holders were Piers Gaveston (northern) in 1310 and 
Aymer de Valence, earl of Pembroke (southern) from 1320-1324: Tout, The Place of 
the Reign of Edward II, pp. 359-360. 
78
 /7RXOPLQ6PLWKHGµ3DUOLDPHQWDU\3HWLWLRQV5HODWLQJWR2[IRUG¶LQ0
Burrows, Collectanea (Oxford, 1896), pp. 110-6DXOµ7KH'HVSHQVHUVDQGWKH
'RZQIDOORI(GZDUG,,¶SS-:DXJKµ)RU.LQJ&RXQWU\DQG3DWURQ¶SThe 
WHUPµWKHFRORXURIKLVRIILFH¶DSSHDUVWRKDYHEHHQFRPPRQO\XVHGWRGHVFULEHWKH
power of those holding official posts or those in receipt of the favour of the powerful; 
a search of the SC 8 series reveals thirty-VL[UHVXOWVIRUWKHWHUPµFRORXURIKLVRIILFH¶
between 1300 and 1400, with half being found in petitions dating to between 1320 and 
1335. 
79
 This was not the first time that Despenser the elder had been found guilty of 
wrongdoing during his tenure as Keeper of the Forest: in March 1313 a pardon was 
JUDQWHGWR'HVSHQVHUµRIDOOWUHVSDVVHVFRPPLWWHGE\KLPLQWKHNLQJ¶VIRUHVWV¶: CPR, 
1313-1317, pp. 407-408, 558; CFR, 1307-1319S6DXOµ7KH'HVSHQVHUVDQGWKH
'RZQIDOORI(GZDUG,,¶S 
80
 CFR, 1307-1319, p. 230; for a record of these justices or keepers of the forest from 
1297 to 1326 see: Tout, The Place of the Reign of Edward II in English History, pp. 
359-360. 
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ODQGVWKDWKDGEHHQVHL]HGE\+XJK'HVSHQVHUµODWHNHHSHURIWKHIRUHVW¶LWZDV
answered with a recommendation for further investigation.81 Thus, the 
difference between the resolutions found by Matilda Upton and the Benhams 
appears to have been dependent on the results of the commission that had led to 
DHVSHQVHU¶VGLVPLVVDODV.HHSHURIWKH)RUHVW7KH&URZQZDVFOHDUO\
LQIOXHQFHGE\WKHFRPPLVVLRQ¶VILQGLQJVLQVSLWHRIWKHSUREDELOLW\RIWKH
%HQKDPV¶SHWLWLRQEHLQJSUHVHQWHGDVODWHDVZKHQ'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU
ZDVRQHRIWKHNLQJ¶VFORVHVWDGYLVRUs.82 
'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU¶VGXELRXVDFWLRQVDV.HHSHURIWKH)RUHVWZHUHDOVR
reflected in the charges made against him at the time of his brief exile in 
1321.83 The Vita Edwardi Secundi described how Hugh Despenser the elder 
had amassed lands to the value of one thousand pounds through acts of verbal 
and physical coercion (multos nequiter exheredauit, quosdam in exilium 
compulit, iniquas redemptiones a pluribus extorsit).84 Although this 
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHµEUXWDODQGJUHHG\¶'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHUPD\EHVHHQ as 
EHLQJRQFHDJDLQLQIOXHQFHGE\WKHDXWKRU¶VZLVKWRH[RQHUDWHWKHNLQJWKH
petitions corroborates that this was a commonly used accusation in the years 
IROORZLQJ'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU¶VH[HFXWLRQ85  But in the period 1320-1325, 
when complaints brought against such an influential landowner, whose illegal 
activities would have impacted on so many, there were only three petitions 
related to the elder Despenser and, apart from the petition of John and Alice de 
Benham mentioned above, none of these accused him of wrongdoing. This 
LOOXVWUDWHVWKHH[WHQWRIWKHHOGHU'HVSHQVHU¶VSURWHFWHGSRVLWLRQ$VWKHIDWKHU
RIWKHNLQJ¶VIDYRXULWHWKHSHWLWLRQHUVPD\KDYHEHHQXQZLOOLQJWRFRPSODLQ
against him, even though, at the parliament of Westminster of October 1320, 
(GZDUG,,KDGµLQKLVJUHDWGHVLUH«WRGRDOOWKLQJVZKLFKFRQFHUQDJRRGORUG
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 SC 8/81/4050. 
82
 CFR, 1307-1319, p. 230. 
83
 H. G. Richardson and G. Sayles, Rotuli Parliamentorum Anglie Hactenus Inediti; 
1279-1373 (London, 1935), pp. 92-93. 
84
 µ0DQ\KHYLOHO\GLVLQKHULWHGDQGVRPHIRUFHGLQWRH[LOHDQGSOXFNHGXQjust 
UDQVRPVIURPPDQ\¶Vita Edwardi Secundi, p. 114. 
85
 A. Gransden, Historical Writing in England II: c.1307 to the Early Sixteenth 
Century (London, 1982), p. 33; Vita Edwardi Secundi, p. 114. 
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IRUWKHEHQHILWRIKLVUHDOPDQGRIKLVSHRSOH¶LQFUHDVHGKLVSHWLWLRQDU\
workload.86 
Indeed, there is an example of a petition brought in support of 
Despenser the elder in this SHULRGRILQFUHDVHGSHWLWLRQLQJDFWLYLW\IURPµWKH
SRRUSHRSOHRI«>WKH@(DUORI:LQFKHVWHURIWKHWRZQRI/RXJKERURXJK¶les 
SRYUHVJHQW]«FRXQWHGH:\QFHVWUHGHODYLOOHGH/RXJKWHEXUJK).87 This 
petition, presented in 1323, is related to a complaint brought by Despenser the 
elder in the same year against various Lancaster supporters, including Robert 
Holland.88  Despenser had accused them of forcibly entering his manors in 
Leicestershire, sacking the houses and stealing various goods and animals. The 
petition of the poor people of Loughborough concerned the same attack. The 
inclusion of Robert Holland as one of the transgressors immediately sets the 
date of events described in the petition to before March 1322 when Holland 
had defected from the Lancastrian cause to that of the king, leading to his 
almost immediate and lengthy imprisonment.89 The attack on Loughborough 
mentioned in both the petition and in the complaint of Despenser the elder, 
almost certainly dates to early July 1321 when a resumption of attacks on 
Despenser properties was made, instigated by Thomas of Lancaster.90 In this 
instance, forces led by Robert Holland seized and occupied the Despenser 
manor of Loughborough as part of morHJHQHUDOLVHGDWWDFNVRQWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶
Leicestershire estates.  
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 PROME, Parliament of October 1330: C 49/43/20F  text and translation; 
Parliamentary Writs, pp. 219-230; Phillips, Edward II, pp. 357-358. 
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 SC 8/106/5268. 
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 CPR, 1321-1324, p. 309; also William Trussel, William de Bredon and Ralph and 
Roger la Zusche. Ralph and Roger la Zuche were later found guilty of attacking and 
murdering Roger Belers in 1326, a former adherent of Lancaster who changed sides to 
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 Vita Edwardi Secundi, p. 122; Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, p. 123; Phillips, 
Edward II, p. 416; Holland was, on his release, murdered, probably at the instigation 
of Henry of Lancaster: Fryde, The Tyranny and Fall of Edward II, pp. 56, 74, 218; 
Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster, 1307-1322, p. 295; 0DGGLFRWWµ7KRPDVRI
Lancaster and Sir Robert Holland¶, p. 468. 
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 Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster, 1307-1322S0DGGLFRWWµ7KRPDVRI
/DQFDVWHUDQG6LU5REHUW+ROODQG¶S 
  85 
Why then did the poor petitioners of Despenser the elder wait until 
1323 to present their case and what can we determine about their motives from 
WKHSHWLWLRQ¶VIRFXVRQWKHZURQJGRLQJVRIWhe Lancastrians? This question 
EHFRPHVPRUHSHUWLQHQWZKHQRQHLQYHVWLJDWHVWKHIDWHRIWKHWZR'HVSHQVHUV¶
Leicestershire manors during and after their 1321 exile. There is evidence that, 
during the exile, the forfeited Leicestershire estates became the focus of both 
Lancastrian raiders and corrupt bureaucratic practices which carried on 
throughout the period of the rebellion. For example, in March 1322, almost 
simultaneously with the Lancastrian defeat at Boroughbridge, a commission of 
oyer and terminer wDVJUDQWHGWRLQYHVWLJDWHWKHDFWLRQVRIµSHUVRQVZKR
HQWHUHGWKHFDVWOHVPDQRUVWRZQV«>ZKLFKZHUH@LQWKHNLQJ¶VKDQGWKURXJK
IRUIHLWXUH¶DVZHOODVWKHDFWLRQVRIµWKHNHHSHUVDQGPLQLVWHUVRIWKHNLQJ¶
responsible for the forfeited lands of Despenser the elder in Leicestershire.91 In 
addition, in May 1322 a commission was granted to Despenser the elder to 
investigate the actions of Lancastrian forces in his lands in Leicestershire, 
including Loughborough.92 A further grant of oyer and terminer is recorded on 
the same day (May 28) against several different groups of Lancastrian rebels, 
LQFOXGLQJWKRVHOHGE\+ROODQGWKHFRPPLVVLRQDSSDUHQWO\LQVWLJDWHGRQµWKH
NLQJ¶VLQIRUPDWLRQ¶93 Therefore the timing of the petition from the poor of 
Loughborough could be explained by its having been presented at the 
instigation of Despenser the elder himself to add weight to his complaint. But, 
DVWKLVSHWLWLRQZDVSUHVHQWHGGXULQJWKHSHULRGRIWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶DVFHQGHQF\
the need to highlight his complaint would appear to be unlikely. More credibly, 
the petitioners may have chosen to complain at the same time as Despenser to 
add substance to their complaint. That the petitioners chose to gain redress 
against the disgraced Lancastrian supporters rather than against the NLQJ¶V
ministers is perhaps unsurprising. One may assume that the king would favour 
accusations of wrongdoing by the disgraced Lancastrians over those against his 
own servants.  
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However, another possible reason for both the focus and the timing of 
the petLWLRQLVVHHQZKHQRQHUHDGVIXUWKHUDQGQRWHVWKDWµWKHSRRUSHRSOHRI
«>WKH@HDUORI:LQFKHVWHU¶ZHUHDWWHPSWLQJWRFODLPSHUKDSVIRUWKHLURZQ
profit, the forfeited goods and chattels of Holland and Bredon that had come 
LQWRWKHNLQJ¶VKDQGV7KLVZRXOd explain their insistence on describing 
themselves as being so closely allied with Despenser the elder, being intent on 
using his name as leverage to gain favour from the king. If this is correct then 
the petition failed in its aim, as it was endorsed with a refusal from the king to 
JUDQWDLGWRWKHVHSHWLWLRQHUVVWDWLQJWKDWµWKHNLQJLVQRWPLQGHGWRPDNH
satisfaction from the forfeited goods of the trespassers coming into his hands 
IRUWUHVSDVVHVFRPPLWWHGE\WKHP¶94 The refusal to lend aid to the petitioners 
from the confiscated goods of the Contrariants perhaps reflects the theory that 
Edward II and the Despensers were motivated primarily by monetary greed in 
the post-Boroughbridge period.95 However, one must not dismiss the more 
mundane interpretations of the endorsement, for example, that it was merely a 
statement of refusal against an opportunist claim or even that this was the 
µRIILFLDO¶UHVSRQVHWRVXFKUHTXHVWV 
The allegation that Despenser the elder was motivated by greed, 
showing little mercy WRWKRVHKHµRSSUHVVHG¶GXULQJKLVDVFHQGDQF\ZDV
common in the period after his execution in 1326. For example, a complaint 
brought against him in which he is portrayed as acting not only acquisitively, 
but also with a willingness to exploit his position in order to accumulate those 
µWKRXVDQGOLEUDWHVRIODQG¶GHVFULEHGLQWKHVita Edwardi Secundi, is illustrated 
in a complaint made against him by Richard de Williamscot in 1327.96 
Williamscot petitioned for the return of his land in Noke, Oxfordshire, 
confiscated in the aftermath of the rebellion of Thomas of Lancaster as a 
consequence of his being part of the retinue of Maurice, second baron of 
Berkeley, a Lancastrian supporter.97 Williamscot described how he had lost his 
lands in Oxfordshire through DespenVHU¶VµHYLO¶RUµZLFNHG¶VHL]XUHRIWKHP
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(malveis purchace). The language used in this petition is illustrative of a 
UHDGLQHVVWRH[SORLWWKHUHSHUFXVVLRQVRIWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶GRZQIDOOFRXSOHGZLWK
the anti-Despenser stance of the new regime, in order to find redress. For 
example, with the change of regime and the new focus on the rehabilitation of 
the memory of Edward II and Thomas, earl of Lancaster, Williamscot had no 
hesitation in openly admitting to being part of the retinue of a Lancastrian 
supporter.98 Although the petition relates to the actions of the elder Despenser, 
:LOOLDPVFRWRSHQHGKLVSHWLWLRQE\VWDWLQJWKDWKHKDGEHHQSDUWRIWKHµTXDUUHO¶
DJDLQVWWKHµHQHPLHVRIRXUORUGWKHNLQJ¶QDPLQJERWK+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKH
father and the son. Having thus established a common anti-Despenser bond 
with the new regime, Williamscot went on to describe how he had been forced 
to grant the reversion of his lands in Noke to Despenser the elder as payment of 
a rebellion-related fine. That the petition was brought during the reign of 
Edward III is further supported by its endorsement which referred it to the 
FRXUWRIWKHNLQJ¶VEHQFKLQRUGHUWRILQGUHGUHVVWKURXJKµWKHVWDWXWH¶
established for cancelling fines (O¶HVWDWXWIDLWGHDQHQWLUOHVILQV) related to the 
Lancaster-led rebellion.99 
 $QRWKHUSHWLWLRQWKDWDLGHGWKHUHKDELOLWDWLRQRI/DQFDVWHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQ
DWWKHH[SHQVHRI'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU¶VLVWKDWRI-RKQ0DXGXLWVRQDQGKHLURI
Thomas Mauduit, presented in 1327.100 This petition is typical of complaints 
brought by the families of Lancastrian supporters attempting to regain rights 
ORVWWKURXJKWKHµTXDUUHO¶EHWZHHQ/DQFDVWHUDQG(GZDUG,,101 0DXGXLW¶VFODLP
clearly illustrates the rehabilitated reputation of Lancaster compared to the 
vilification of DespenseU¶VFKDUDFWHUDWWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKHQHZUHLJQ7KH
endorsement particularly made plain that the charges against Lancaster were to 
be considered erroneous having been repealed and annulled (revocet et 
adnullet) by parliament.102  
There are only five petitions relating to Despenser the elder that were 
JUDQWHGUHGUHVVWKURXJKµWKHVWDWXWH¶WKHIRUPDOLVDWLRQRIWKHFKDUJHVDJDLQVW
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WKH'HVSHQVHUVPDGHLQWKHILUVWSDUOLDPHQWRI(GZDUG,,,¶VUHLJQ103 Of these, 
two were heard during the period 1327-1330, the remaining three were brought 
during the first years of the majority rule of Edward III. For example, the 
SHWLWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQE\+HQU\DWWH+RNZKLFKZDVHQGRUVHGµLIWKHGHHG
ZDVGRQHDIWHUWKHH[LOHKHLVWRVXHWKHSURFHVVRUGDLQHGE\VWDWXWH¶RQFH
again emphasised the separation of the actions of the Despensers pre and post 
exile. The petition asserted that Despenser the elder took Hok hostage to force 
KLPWRJUDQWDTXLWFODLPRQODQGERUGHULQJ'HVSHQVHU¶VPDQRURI)DVWHUQLQ
Wiltshire, notably in Lydiard Tregoze.104 (YLGHQFHRI'HVSHQVHU¶VZLVKWR
extend this manor exists in a record dated February 1320 granting the abbot 
and convent of Stanley and the abbot of Malmesbury the right to give to 
Despenser three hundred acres respectively of their lands tRµKROGLQFKLHI¶DW
%UDGRQDQG%ULQNZRUWKERWKERUGHULQJWKH)DVWHUQPDQRUµIRUWKHHQODUJHPHQW
RIKLVSDUN¶105 +RN¶VSHWLWLRQLVDW\SLFDOFODLPFRQFHUQLQJGXELRXVODQG
acquisitions made against Despenser the elder during the post deposition 
period. Unfortunately there is no record of the fate of this petition.  
However, the petition of Nicholas de Plescy, presented in 1330, which 
ZDVDOVRHQGRUVHGWKURXJKWKHDLGRIµWKHVWDWXWH¶KDVDIXOOHUUHFRUGRI
process.106 In this petition the Plescy family were clearly eager to acknowledge 
their part in the Lancastrian rebellion. The rehabilitation of Thomas of 
Lancaster had continued, perhaps growing even more important with the 
removal of the regency and the re-emergence of the personal power of the king. 
Having thus established their loyalty to the Crown, the Plescys were at pains to 
show that they had lost their lands as a consequence of this loyalty. The 
petition complained of the forced confiscation of Plescy lands by Despenser 
WKHHOGHUGXHWRKLV3OHVF\¶VDGKHUHQFHWR7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU+RZHYHUDV
Plescy is recorded as not having gained his majority until 1339, and must 
therefore have been a child at the point of the Lancastrian rebellion, it is more 
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likely that this referred to his deceased father, Edmund de Plescy.107 Edmund is 
recorded as having died by May 1327, with his widow Maud being granted 
wardship of Nicholas in June 1327.108  This petition is simply endorsed by the 
FRPPHQWµOHWKLPXVHWKHVWDWXWH¶+RZHYHUDIXUWKHUSHWLWLRQGDWHGWR
clearly indicates that the Plescy family were still attempting to gain the return 
of these lands some years later, perhaps indicating that the processing of cases 
GHDOWZLWKWKURXJKµWKHVWDWXWH¶ZDVDWEHVWWKRURXJKRUDWZRUVWLQHIIHFWLYH109  
Why then did Plescy choose not to petition at the time of the downfall 
of the Despensers, in the parliament of January 1327, when so many other 
petitions were being heard on similar charges? Although this complaint 
RULJLQDOO\VSUDQJIURP'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHU¶VDFFXPXODWLRQRIODQGVIURP
former Lancastrian rebels, the ownership of the lands in Bardsley, 
Gloucestershire, became embroiled in the political upheavals of the post-
deposition period. The reasons for this are explained in the petition presented 
E\1LFKRODVGH3OHVF\LQZKLFKGHWDLOHGWKHFRQVHTXHQFHVRIKLVIDWKHU¶V
ill-timed death and his own minority on the recovery of his lands.110 The 
petition stated that Edmund de Plescy had instigated proceedings to reclaim his 
estates but had died before this was settled, the process being terminated on the 
event of his death.  It went on to state that the lands in Bardsley had, after the 
execution of the two Despensers in 1326, been gifted to Edmund of 
Woodstock, earl of Kent, uncle to the new king.111 The reputation of the earl of 
.HQW¶VOR\DOW\WRWKH&URZQKDGDWWKHWLPHRIWKHGHSRVLWLRQUHDFKHGLWV
zenith as he had been instrumental in the downfall of the Despensers. He had 
taken part in the tribunal that condemned Despenser the elder to death and had 
participated in the trial of Despenser the younger in November 1326.112 He was 
called to the first parliament of the new regime and was part of the regency 
council.113 Because of his close familial connection to the new king and his 
continuing services and loyalty to the Crown, he received gifts from the lands 
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of the Despensers and their supporters, presumably including the Plescy lands 
in Bardsley.  
The earl of Kent was considered an influential and close member of the 
royal family until, first in 1328 and again in 1330, he took part in ill-fated plots 
to remove the regency of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer.114 The final plot, 
EDVHGRQWKHHDUO¶VEHOLHI that his brother, Edward II, was alive and imprisoned, 
was soon discovered and he was indicted and executed on March 19, 1330.115 
It had perhaps not been politically prudent for the Plescy family to make a 
FODLPIRUWKHODQGVDZDUGHGWRWKHNLQJ¶VXQFOHEHIore his downfall. The reason 
why the Plescy family did not achieve final redress until the presentation of the 
1348 petition is unclear. However, noted on the dorse of the petition there is a 
more credible suggestion that it was probably presented at the time of Nicholas 
GH3OHVF\¶VFRPLQJRIDJHLQ116 This is supported by the record of the 
UHWXUQRIWKHIXOOVHLVLQRIKLVIDWKHU¶VODQGVWR1LFKRODVGH3OHVF\LQ117 
 
Although Hugh Despenser the elder can be shown to have been a 
conscientious bureaucrat who maintained a long standing loyalty to the Crown, 
the contents of the petitions, although not challenging this image, also show a 
man guilty of exploiting his bureaucratic position for his own profit and who, if 
not directly involved in, was certainly aware of and profited from, the actions 
of his son. Therefore the next section will consider the career and reputation of 
Hugh Despenser the younger to discover whether he really was the archetypal 
LPDJHRIµZLFNHGDGYLVRU¶ZKRZDVWRHYHQWXDOO\EULQJGRwn the rule of a 
legitimate king, and who the Vita Edwardi Secundi condemned, stating that 
µWKHPDOLFHRIWKHVRQ>IDU@RXWZHLJKHGWKHIDWKHU¶VKDUVKQHVV¶118 
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2.4 Hugh Despenser the Younger: The Architect of his own Downfall? 
 
The early career of the younger Hugh Despenser was certainly enhanced by the 
likely nepotism of his father who, as established in the previous section, was 
RQHRI(GZDUG,¶VPRVWOR\DODGYLVRUV+LVµFDUHHU¶EHJDQZKHQKHZDV
knighted by the future Edward II on May 22, 1306. Later in the same year, 
Edward I granted his marriage to Eleanor de Clare, the eldest daughter and 
MRLQWKHLUWRWKH(DUORI*ORXFHVWHUDQG(GZDUG,¶VRZQJUDQGGDXJKWHU119   
But, in spite of this apparently auspicious beginning, he was neither a 
man of wealth nor LQIOXHQFHDWWKHEHJLQQLQJRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ)RU
example, in May 1309 after the king had granted him the manor of Sutton in 
Norfolk, his income rose to a relatively modest £200 per annum.120 His father 
also gifted him several properties in Cambridgeshire, Suffolk and Essex, the 
OHJDF\RI$OLQD%DVVHW'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VJUDQGPRWKHU121 Although his 
ZLIH(GZDUG,,¶VQLHFHZDVDIDYRXULWHDWFRXUWWKHUHLVOLWWOHHYLGHQFHKLV
having any significant political influence during the years leading up to the 
battle of Bannockburn in 1314.122 However, with the death of the Earl of 
*ORXFHVWHUDWWKLVGLVDVWURXVEDWWOH'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHUWKURXJKKLVZLIH¶V
inheritance, effectively became the recipient of a third of the Clare estates, 
which were located primarily in south Wales.123 The final partitioning of the 
Gloucester estates, described by Denholm-<RXQJDVµWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQW
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WHUULWRULDOXSKHDYDORIWKHUHLJQ¶ZDVGHOD\HGIRUVRPHWLPHE\DVSXULRXV
claim of pregnancy by the dowager duchess.124  The evident frustration of 
Despenser the younger caused by this delay came to a head in 1315 when he 
attacked and took the castle at Tonbridge in Kent, held by the Clare family 
from the archbishop of Canterbury.125 This impetuous attempt to hasten the 
possession of his wiIH¶VLQKHULWDQFHXOWLPDWHO\HQGHGZLWKKLPKDYLQJWRUHWXUQ
the castle to the archbishop. This reckless undertaking may perhaps be 
FRQVLGHUHGLQGLFDWLYHRIWKHµDYDULFLRXVDQGYLROHQWWHQGHQFLHV¶IRUZKLFK
Despenser was to become notorious.126  
Ultimately, this inheritance was to make Despenser the younger an 
H[FHSWLRQDOO\LQIOXHQWLDOPDQWKHYDOXHRIKLVZLIH¶VLQKHULWDQFHLVHVWLPDWHGDW
between £1300 and £1500.127 However, his newly acquired status did not 
immediately reveal itself in an improvement in his political standing. For 
example, he did not make an appearance as a witness in the charter rolls of 
Edward II until May 1316.128 However, as early as 1314 there had been a clear 
demarcation made between father and son in these rolls, with Despenser the 
elder thereafter being referred to as Hugh Despenser senior.129 The reason for 
this division is unstated, however it may be that, with the death of the duke of 
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*ORXFHVWHULWZDVQHFHVVDU\WRUHFRJQLVH'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VQHZO\
elevated position as being distinct from that of his father. Despenser the 
\RXQJHU¶VFDUHHUWRRNDQRWKHUGUDPDWLFOHDSZKHQLQ-XO\KHEHFDPH
(GZDUG,,¶VFKDPEHUODLQ130 This position, effectively the head of the royal 
household which had become not only a major court position but a politically 
VLJQLILFDQWRQHLQWKHUHLJQRI(GZDUG,,DOORZHGKLPWRµYHW¶DFFHVVWRWKH
king, thus placing him in an unprecedented position of power, not equalled 
HYHQE\WKHNLQJ¶VIRUPHUIDYRXULWH3LHUV*DYHVWRQ131 This ability to segregate 
the king from his barons, who the ideals of kingship at the time stipulated to be 
his natural advisors, had long term connotations for the fate of Despenser the 
younger.132 $VZLWK3LHUV*DYHVWRQLQDOLHQDWLQJWKHNLQJ¶VEDURQV'HVSHQVHU
the younger can perhaps be described as being the instigator of his own 
downfall.133 
$QRWKHUIDFWRULQWKHWXUEXOHQFHRI'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VORQJ-term 
UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHNLQJ¶VPDJQDWes was his unashamed and violent pursual 
of his very significant tenurial ambitions. These aspirations were particularly 
evident in Wales. As he ransacked the remaining Clare estates in order to 
HVWDEOLVKDQµHPSLUH¶LQVRXWK:DOHVWKHEHOLHIWKDWKHXOWLmately desired to 
acquire control of the earldom itself could not have seemed impossible.134 
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These increasingly acquisitive ambitions led to heightened tensions with the 
barons as he cut across the traditional rights of the Marcher lords.135 On May 4, 
1321 this antagonism came to a head when these same lords attacked and 
seized Despenser lands in south Wales.136 By August of the same year the 
disgruntled lords were in a position to lay down charges against Despenser the 
younger and his father in parliament.137 Both Despensers were found guilty and 
sentenced to be exiled. Despenser the elder retreated to Bordeaux whilst 
Despenser the younger remained at large. Ensconced in the Cinque Ports, he 
tried his hand at piracy.138 The Vita Edwardi Secundi accused him of being a 
µVHD-PRQVWHU¶belua marina), notably, for attacking a Genoese ship, killing its 
crew and seizing its cargo, as well as raiding the town of Southampton.139 
However, the exile proved to be short-lived and, after his reinstatement, 
Despenser the younger remained closely associated with the king until his 
execution in 1326.  
The final years of the reign of Edward II were highlighted by an upturn 
LQWKHNLQJ¶VZHDOWKDQGDUHDVVHUWLRQRIKLVSHUVRQDOSRZHUWKURXJKWKHGHIHDW
and execution of Thomas, earl of LancDVWHUDQGWKHUHPRYDORIWKHµFRQWUDULDQW¶
EDURQV7KLVKDGUHVXOWHGQRWRQO\LQWKHUHPRYDORIRQHRIWKHNLQJ¶VPRVW
vehement critics, and the rescinding of the Ordinances; it also allowed 
Despenser the younger to achieve apparent domination over Edward II. This 
OHGWRWKHODWWHU\HDUVRIKLVUHLJQEHLQJµULJKWO\GHVFULEHGDVDSHULRGRI
W\UDQQ\¶140 7KLVSKUDVHGHVFULELQJ'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VDSSDUHQW
exploitation of his position as chamberlain and as so-FDOOHGµIDYRXULWH¶RIWKH
king, refers to his seeming subversion of the royal prerogative to administer 
justice and the accumulation of wealth and power at the expense of the 
common people. Does the evidence of the petitions support this generally 
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accepted theory? Graph 2.4 illustrates the distribution of the petitions relating 
to Despenser the younger. 
 
Graph 2.4: The distribution of petitions naming Hugh Despenser the younger, 1320 ± 
c.1335.141 
 
7KHIHDURI'HVSHQVHU¶VSRZHUVKRZQE\WKHVHSHWLWLRQHUVLVSHUKDSV
illustrated by the small number of petitions which named Despenser the 
younger during the period 1320-1325.142  Although one may consider this to be 
strange when he was such an extensive landowner and intrinsically linked to 
WKHNLQJ¶VFRXUWWKHWKUHHSHWLWLRQVWKDWwere presented appear to only be 
indirectly related to Despenser, including his name because of his role as part 
of the establishment of the time. For example, the petition of William Dautreve 
presented c.1323, related to his imprisonment for his part in the Lancastrian 
rebellion. Dautreve did not complain of the actions of Despenser the younger, 
EXWVLPSO\VWDWHGWKDWKHFRXOGQRWEHUHOHDVHGXQWLOKHKDGSDLGDILQHWRµWKH
NLQJDQG6LU+XJK¶raunson ove le roi et ove sire Hugh).143 This statement 
illustrates the extent of the influence of the younger Despenser, not only in his 
role as chamberlain but also through a common acceptance of the existence of 
WKHFORVHERQGEHWZHHQWKHNLQJDQG'HVSHQVHU'DXWUHYH¶VXVHRI'HVSHQVHU¶V
given name perhaps underlined his accepted position as a member of the royal 
household. The endorsement of this petition commented that Dautreve should 
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µVXHE\WKHZD\WKDWLVRUGDLQHGIRUWKRVHRIWKLVFRPSODLQW¶144 This 
endorsement suggests the important point of there having been the legal 
apparatus in place for prisoners to challenge their sentences. 
The second petition indirectly naming Despenser the younger, 
presented in 1324, probably in his capacity as chamberlain, is that of John 
Biset, son and heir of the similarly named John Biset.145 This petition was 
presHQWHGDVDUHVXOWRISUREOHPVILQDOLVLQJWKH\RXQJHU%LVHW¶VLQKHULWDQFHRQ
his coming of age, of which he stated he had been deprived of by Despenser 
and by John Hotham (Bishop of Ely and royal treasurer).146 It was endorsed 
with the instruction that the inquisition should appear before the court. Biset 
certainly achieved redress, as is made clear by a writ to the treasurer and 
barons of the Exchequer ordering them to acquit Biset, and for the escheator to 
VWRSLQWHUPHGGOLQJZLWK%LVHW¶VDIIDLUVPDGHRQ0DUch 12, 1324.147 It is 
LQWHUHVWLQJWRQRWHWKDW'HVSHQVHU¶VSDUWLQWKHFRPSODLQWZDVQRWPHQWLRQHGLQ
HLWKHUWKHHQGRUVHPHQWRUWKHVXEVHTXHQWRUGHU%LVHW¶VSHWLWLRQLVSDUWLFXODUO\
LQWHUHVWLQJDVLWZDVDFRPSODLQWDJDLQVWWKHNLQJ¶VPLQLVWHUVWUHDVXUHUbarons 
of the Exchequer and escheaters) that nevertheless achieved a favourable 
outcome, indicating that the Crown was willing to concede that it had 
µRYHUVWHSSHG¶LWVUHPLW7KLVHQGRUVHPHQWZKHQFRQVLGHUHGLQFRQMXQFWLRQ
ZLWKWKHRXWFRPHRI'DXWUHYH¶VSetition discussed above, clearly contradicts 
the idea that in this period (and particularly during the reign of Edward II), the 
Crown was willing to tyrannise its subjects by denying their right to appeal 
against their sentences.148 
If one accepts the commonO\KHOGRSLQLRQRI'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶V
reputation, it is hardly surprising that the petitioners were unwilling to bring 
direct accusations of wrongdoing against him before his downfall. This is also 
reflected in those petitions which named Despenser in relationship to 
accusations against those in receipt of his support during the period of his 
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ascendency which are similarly scarce. Of these, a petition presented against a 
royal commissioner Edmund de Impington, can convincingly be shown to 
implicate Despenser the younger in wrong-doing, if only by association.149 The 
petition, dated as belonging to the period 1323 to 1327, the period of the 
Despenser ascendancy, was presented by Richard de Stirthorp.150 With regard 
to a royal commission given to Impington to FRQILVFDWH-RKQGH0RZEUD\¶V
ODQGVRQWKH,VOHRI$[KROPHLQ/LQFROQVKLUHDIWHU0RZEUD\¶VGHIHFWLRQWRWKH
Lancastrian cause, Stirthorp stated that Impington had confiscated one hundred 
marks worth of wheat and beans from his lands at Althorpe at Axholme.151  
Stirthorp concluded by alleging that he could not obtain justice because of the 
false returns of Impington and the menacing letters of Despenser the younger 
(IDX]UHWXUQHV«HWOHWWHUVGHPDQDVVHV«). However, that Stirthorp felt able to 
accuse Despenser the younger as acting in collusion with Impington seems to 
challenge the concept of the influence of Despenser the younger in the 
corruption and tyranny of the Crown in this period. However, this suffers 
something of a set-back when one considers the general order not to hinder 
,PSLQJWRQLQWKHFRXUVHRIKLVGXWLHVDQGDJDLQE\WKHSHWLWLRQ¶VHQGRUVHPHQW
that it should be referred to common law, both of which indicate a disregard of 
WKHSHWLWLRQHU¶VULJKWVE\GHQ\LQJKLPDFFHVVWRWKHNLQJ¶VGLUHFWMXVWLFH. 
+RZHYHUWKHVKRUWSHULRGEHWZHHQWKH'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶V
execution in November 1326 and the death of Edward II on September 21, 
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1327, was to see a great increase in petitioning.152 These petitions include two 
that appear to have contained accusations against Despenser before the removal 
of Edward II from the throne. A close scrutiny of their provenance reveals that 
they were probably compiled during that short period of time between 
'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VH[HFXWLRQLQ1RYHPEHUDQGWKHILQDOGHSRVition 
of Edward II in the parliament of January 1327.153 The first is a petition from 
Thomas le Blount and his wife Julianne (the widow of John, second Lord 
Hastings the nephew of Aymer de Valence 11th earl of Pembroke).154 This 
petition requested the right to part of her dowry from her first marriage, stating 
that Despenser the younger had withheld it through his guardianship of 
-XOLDQQH¶VVRQ155 The date of this petition can be further verified through its 
mention of the death of Joan, Countess of Atholl.156 7KHFRXQWHVV¶GHDWKKDG
occurred in either June or July of 1326, but the petition makes no reference to 
the death on December 28, 1326 of the Count of Atholl, suggesting a date of 
after June but before December 1326.157 Added to this, the petition can be 
shown to have been presented after the invasion of Queen Isabella and her 
party on September 24, 1326, but before the deposition of Edward II in January 
DVLWZDVDGGUHVVHGWRWKHµ.LQJ4XHHQDQGWKHORUGWKH'XNH¶$W this 
point the petitioners were seemingly unwilling to exclude the king from their 
address, Edward II still being the rightful monarch, but felt it necessary to 
include the queen and the future Edward III. Their inclusion in the address by 
the petitioner demonstrated their increased status as co-rulers at this time.158  
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 The petition presented by Nicholas de la Beche in 1326, which 
UHTXHVWHGWKHUHWXUQRIKLVODQGVDQGJRRGVDIWHUKLVLPSULVRQPHQWE\WKHµIDOVH
SURFXUHPHQW¶RI'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHUFDQVLPLlarly be proven to date to after 
the death of Despenser but before the deposition of Edward II.159 This 
provenance rests simply on the timing of the judgement on this petition, which 
was recorded as being given at Kenilworth on December 10, 1326. This was 
some sixteen days after the execution of Despenser on the November 24, 1326, 
VLJQLI\LQJWKDWWKHSHWLWLRQZDVSUHVHQWHGDIWHU'HVSHQVHU¶VGRZQIDOOLIQRW
actually after his execution, and notably outside of parliament.160 Although 
µFDXWLRQLVXQGHUVWDQGDEOH¶DQGWKHRSLQLRQWKDWµDODUJHSURSRUWLRQDQG
SRVVLEO\HYHQWKHJUHDWHUSDUW¶RISHWLWLRQVZHUHKHDUGLQDSDUOLDPHQWDU\
setting can be generally accepted, petitions such as that of Nicholas de la Beche 
can be used to establish how often petitioners were offered redress at other 
times and places.161 This highlights an opportunity to counterbalance the 
accepted historical value of petitioning as evidence for the evolution of 
parliament, with a new approach to the study of ancient petitions that allows 
one to gaXJHWKHDWWLWXGHVRIWKHµRUGLQDU\¶FLWL]HQDQGWKHLUH[SHFWDWLRQWR
have the right to obtain justice from the king whenever and wherever the 
opportunity arose. 
The sudden surge in petitioning against Despenser the younger after 
1326 seemingly supports the idea of these petitions being the result of the 
removal of a tyrannous landlord and oligarch. A petition perhaps illustrating 
WKLVSRZHULQWKHSHULRGRI'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VDVFHQGDQF\ILOWHUHG
through accusations made against those claiming his maintenance, was that 
presented in 1326 by Geoffrey Fitz Waryn.162 Fitz Waryn stated that, having 
indicted the Despenser retainer Sir Ralph de Wedone for his part in the death of 
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Alice Beauchamp, Wedone had been pardoned through the offices of the 
younger Despenser.163 Fitz Waryn went on to complain how, after his pardon, 
Wedone had physically attacked him, describing in dramatic terms how 
:HGRQHKDGEXUQHGKLVKRXVHZLWK)LW]:DUUHQRQO\KDYLQJHVFDSHGµE\WKH
JUDFHRI*RGKDOIQDNHG¶il les eschapa par la grace de dieu mi sans 
draps).164 (YHQZLWKWKLVVWULNLQJGHVFULSWLRQRI:HGRQH¶VZURQJGRLQJFRXSOHG
ZLWK'HVSHQVHU¶VLQWHUIHUHQFHLQWKHFDUU\LQJRXWRIMXVWLFHWKHSHWLWLRQZDV
merely endorsed by the comment that it should be referred to common law. 
The dating of this petition becomes more significant when one considers the 
possible reasons for this endorsement. If the petition was presented earlier than 
1326 then its return to the common law process could perhaps point to this type 
of complaint being both unUHPDUNDEOHDQGDFFHSWDEOHGXULQJ(GZDUG,,¶V
UHLJQZKHQFRUUXSWSUDFWLFHVZHUHFRPPRQLQµDOODVSHFWVRISXEOLF
OLIH«>which were@ZHUHWDLQWHGZLWKFRUUXSWLRQ¶165 However, the validity of 
this is brought into doubt if the petition was presented after the removal of 
Edward II, when such a dramatic complaint against Despenser the younger and 
his retainer could have been expected to have received a more positive 
response from the Crown.  
This petition also reveals the apparent power and importance of those 
immediately affiliated to Despenser the younger. For example, although Fitz 
Waryn stated that Wedone had been issued a pardon by Despenser, his 
complaint focused on the issue of the maintenance of Robert Baldock, stating 
that it was through his influence (as chancellor) that he could receive no 
justice. As Chancellor of England, Robert Baldock held one of the most 
SRZHUIXOSRVLWLRQVLQWKHNLQJGRPDQGZDVRQHRIWKHNLQJ¶VPRVWWUXVWHG
VHUYDQWV%HLQJGHVFULEHGRFFDVLRQDOO\DV(GZDUG,,¶VVHFUHWDU\%DOGRFNZDs 
also known to be a close ally and protégé of Despenser the younger.166 Baldock 
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KDVHYHQEHHQGHVFULEHGDVµWKHEUDLQDQGKDQGRIWKH\RXQJHU'HVSHQVHU¶DQG
RIEHLQJµRQO\>PDUJLQDOO\@OHVVSRZHUIXOWKDQWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶167 According to 
the records in 5\PHU¶s Foedera, it was Baldock, not Despenser, whom Edward 
,,FRQVLGHUHGWREHKLVµYRLFH¶ZLWKKLPEHLQJGHVFULEHGDVWKHLQVWUXPHQWRI
WKHNLQJ¶VZLOORobertum de Baldok cOHULFXPTXHP«UH[«FRQVWLWXLW
organum suæ vocis).168 +RZHYHUKRZLQIOXHQFHG%DOGRFNV¶ µYRLFH¶ZDVE\
Despenser the younger remains debatable. The extent of his influence is further 
underlined by his inclusion as one of the targets of a plot in 1323, apparently 
instigated by Roger Mortimer, to have him murdered along with the two 
Despensers; coupled with his accompaniment of the king and Despenser the 
younger during their flight from the armies of the queen and Roger Mortimer 
LQ+HZDVFDSWXUHGDQGILQDOO\GLHGLQSULVRQµPLVHUDEO\DEXVHG¶RQ0D\
28, 1327.169 %DOGRFN¶VULVHWRSRZHUDLGed by the sponsorship of Despenser, 
supports the consensus that Despenser the younger was the master of the 
exploitation of the practice of so-FDOOHGµGRXEOH¶DOOHJLDQFHSODFLQJKLV
servants and retainers in positions of power through his role as chamberlain 
and court favourite, thus creating divided loyalties between royal 
administrators who owed their allegiance to both the king and their patron.170  
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Despenser and the king in this study, Robert Baldock is by far the most commonly 
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%DOGRFN¶VDSSHDUDQFHLQWKHSHWLWLRQVLVIXUWKHUXQGHUOLQHGE\WKHUHWDLQHUZLWKWKH
second most appearances, William Aylemer who was named in only five petitions 
during the period of the study. 
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2.5  Conclusion 
 
This study of the petitions relating to the two Despensers has, similarly to 
Chapter One, illustrated that the petitioners were willing to tailor their pleas to 
exploit the changing political situation. But the petitions concerning the two 
Despensers have also revealed a more nuanced picture of the two men as 
individuals. This is particularly significant due to their actions and motivations 
being so intrinsically linked by historians that they are seen as being equally 
JXLOW\RIKHDGLQJRQHRIWKHµPRVWRSSUHVVLYHUHJLPH>V@«LQPHGLHYDO
(QJODQG¶171 
Do the content of the petitions support the views of Davies and 
Lawrence that Hugh Despenser the elder was a conscientious bureaucrat who 
was essentially loyal to the Crown, but was inevitably implicated in the actions 
of his son?172 He was an intimate and trusted member of the royal retinue from 
before WKHEHJLQQLQJRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQDQGKLVSHUVRQDOUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK
the young Edward II has even been described as being that of surrogate 
father.173 'DYLHVVWDWHGWKDW'HVSHQVHUWKHHOGHUGLGQRWSXUVXHWKHµZDQWRQDQG
SXUHO\VHOILVKDJJUDQGLVHPHQW¶RIKis son, but rather depicted the two as having 
GLVWLQFWEXWQRWVHSDUDWHUROHVGXULQJWKHµW\UDQQ\¶+HSRUWUD\HG'HVSHQVHU
the younger as a royal favourite, whilst Despenser the elder he considered 
merely a royal servant and advisor who, because of the machinations of his 
son, was destined to meet the same fate.174 Fryde disagreed with Conway 
Davies, clearly stating that Despenser the elder must also be considered as a 
IDYRXULWHEXWTXDOLILHGWKLVE\VWDWLQJKHZDVWKHOHVVLPSRUWDQWSDUWQHURIµWKH
DespensHUV¶175 
The petitions do not entirely support these views. They clearly indicate 
that the elder Despenser was willing to exploit his position for fiscal gain. He 
achieved this through his role of Keeper of the Forest and, as the father of the 
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royal favourite in the aftermath of the Lancastrian rebellion, received lands 
from the estates of the Bohun, Badlesmere, Damory and Giffard families, as 
well as from the Lacy estates.176 Although the content of the petitions do not 
indicate that he actively collaborated with his son, he cannot be shown to have 
been innocent of accepting the benefits from, or condoning his actions. 
However, the impact of his unbroken loyalty to both Edward I and Edward II 
must not be downplayed as it was, contemporaneously, one of the two main 
shortcomings of Despenser the elder in the eyes of the barons, with his loyalty 
to the king making him willing to stand against their wishes and advice. The 
second, and perhaps most understandable, fault was that he was guilty of 
µSDUHQWDOGHYRWLRQ¶WR KLVµKDWHGVRQ¶ Despenser the younger, who, according 
to Prestwich, was certain of his own ambitions, which were that he µmay be 
ULFKDQGPD\DWWDLQRXUHQGV¶177 
Hugh Despenser the younger has been depicted as having treasonously 
subverted the royal prerogative to administer justice and accumulated lands and 
wealth through acts of tyranny against the µRUGLQDU\¶ people. The records of the 
Bridlington chronicler, writing in the aftermath of the deposition, gave a 
shortened version of the indictment against him. This included accusations that 
KHKDGQRWRQO\EHHQJXLOW\RIµSURFXU>LQJ@WKHGHDWK¶RIWKHQRZµVDLQWO\¶
Thomas of Lancaster, but that on the return journey from Bannockburn, he had 
abandoned the queen at Tynemouth, despite the fact that, as the chronicler 
FRORXUIXOO\GHVFULEHGWKHHQHP\KDGµIORZHGDURXQGKHU¶hostes undique 
confluebant).178 ,QGHHG'HVSHQVHULVSRUWUD\HGDVWKHFDXVHRIWKHNLQJ¶VLOO-
IDWHG6FRWWLVKFDPSDLJQWKDWHQGHGZLWKWKHGHDWKVRIµWZHQW\WKRXVDQGPHQ¶DW
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Bannockburn.179 The stage was set for Despenser the younger to be cast as the 
PDLQYLOODLQRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQ 
Few historians have been willing to consider the younger Despenser as 
anything other than the epitome of a tyrannical (or wicked) advisor. For 
example, when considering the pro-Despenser chronicle of Tewkesbury, 
Given-Wilson declared his belief in the essential guilt of the younger 
'HVSHQVHUVWDWLQJWKDWWKH7HZNHVEXU\FKURQLFOHUKDGµVKRZ>Q@D«PLVSODFHG
OR\DOW\WR'HVSHQVHU¶DGGLQJWKDWµIHZRWKHUVGRXEWHGWKDt Despenser richly 
GHVHUYHGKLVIDWH¶180 'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VUROHLQWKHGRZQIDOORI(GZDUG
II is also supported by a common acceptance of the claims of his self-
aggrandisement at the expense of the subjects of the realm. The evidence of the 
petitions certainly goes some way in supporting these views. For example, 
/DZUHQFH¶VGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHµEUXWDOLW\DQGYLQGLFWLYHGRPLQDQFH¶RI
Despenser the younger is a typical representation of his reputation and is 
echoed in the opinion of Waugh who stated that Despenser acquired his lands 
WKURXJKµIDYRXULWLVP«DQGWHUURU¶181 This is certainly supported by the  string 
RISHWLWLRQVUHODWLQJWR'HVSHQVHU¶VDSSDUHQWLOOHJDODFTXLVLWLRQRIWKHPDQRURI
Lashley in Essex, and upholds the commonly held view of Despenser the 
\RXQJHU¶VWHQXULDODPELWLRQVZKLFK'DYLHVGHVFULEHGDVKLVµRYHUSRZHULQJ
JUHHGIRUODQG¶DQG*LYHQ-:LOVRQDVKLVµUXWKOHVVODQG-JUDEELQJ¶DPELWLRQ182  
The case involving the ownership of the Lashley estates obviously held 
some notoriety contemporaneously, as it was included in the charges against 
'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHUWKDWOHGWRKLVDQGKLVIDWKHU¶VH[LOHLQ183 
However, its inclusion in the indictment may also be indicative of the 
exceptional circumstances surrounding the case, as there are no indicators that 
it was being used as an example of common practice.  It was not until after the 
deposition, in 1327 and 1328, that the Lashley family finally presented a 
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succession of complaints, including several from various Lashley tenants, that 
described WKHHIIHFWRI'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VDFWLRQVLQDFTXLULQJWKH
Lashley lands.184 These petitions were presented as a result of what Davies 
HPRWLYHO\FDOOHGDµVKDPHOHVVSURFHHGLQJ¶E\'HVSHQVHU185 This referred to the 
apparent flouting of the kiQJ¶VMXVWLFHE\'HVSHQVHUWKURXJKWKHUHPRYDORI
John de Lashley from the keeping of the Sheriff of Essex (Ralph Giffard) at 
Colchester prison.186   
In his first petition, dated to 1327, John de Lashley described how he 
ZDVUHPRYHGIURPWKHNLQJ¶VSULVRQE\Despenser the younger and held by him 
until he quitclaimed the rights to his Essex estates.187 He went on to describe 
how the ownership of his estates was then passed on (along with the 
imprisoned Lashley) to Bartholomew de Badlesmere, by whom he was again 
incarcerated until he granted him the manor of Lashley. There is obviously 
VRPHFRQIXVLRQLQWKHZRUGLQJRI/DVKOH\¶VSHWLWLRQDVLWEHJDQE\VWDWLQJWKDW
he had already granted his lands to Despenser. Davies explained this by 
suggesting that Despenser had ultimately failed in forcing Lashley to quitclaim 
his lands and had therefore passed him on to Badlesmere.188 However, the 
notion of Despenser failing to acquire the lands under these circumstances 
KDUGO\FRUUHVSRQGVZLWK'DYLHV¶LPDJHRIDODQGKXQJU\W\UDnt. The events are 
better explained by the evidence of a later petition presented in 1328, again 
brought by Lashley, but not quoted by Davies, which explained that Despenser 
had enfeoffed Bartholomew de Badlesmere and his wife Margaret with the 
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manor.189 This is supported by later petitions brought by Lashley, presented in 
1328 and 1330, that detailed his continuing struggle against the Badlesmere 
IDPLO\IRUWKHUHFRYHU\RIµWKHPDQRURI/DVKOH\DQGRIODQGVHOVHZKHUHLQWKH
FRXQW\¶190 In 1327 Lashley requested the withdrawal of a sentence of outlawry 
made against him at the forest Eyre of Essex, stating that he had been unable to 
DWWHQGFRXUWWRDQVZHUWKHFKDUJHVEURXJKWDJDLQVWKLPWKURXJKWKHµPDOLFHDQG
SHUVHFXWLRQRI'HVSHQVHU¶DSDUGRQZDVVXEVHTXHQWO\granted, at York on May 
26, 1327.191  
,WVHHPVWKDWWKH/DVKOH\V¶FRPSODLQWVZHUHYDOLGZLWKHYLGHQFHRI
SK\VLFDOFRHUFLRQDQGRI'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHUKDYLQJIORXWHGWKHNLQJ¶V
justice. However, in contrast the petition of Philippa de Bradebourne, the 
widow of Roger de Bradbourne, a Lancaster retainer, is an example of how the 
SHWLWLRQHUVZHUHZLOOLQJWRH[SORLW'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VQDPHIRUWKHLURZQ
advantage.192 %UDGERXUQH¶VZLGRZVWDWHGWKDW'HVSHQVHUKDGGLVVHLVHGKHURI
lands in Derbyshire after they were returned to her by the court through a 
previous petition.193 However, this claim appears to be false, or at best 
PLVOHDGLQJ2QFRQVLGHULQJWKHSHWLWLRQ¶VHQGRUVHPHQWDORQJZLWKWKHILQGLQJV
of the resultant enquiry, it is clear that although her original claims were true; 
her lands had been forfeited due to a suspected Lancastrian allegiance and had 
VXEVHTXHQWO\EHHQUHWXUQHG+HUDVVHUWLRQWKDWWKH\KDGWKHQEHHQµGLVVHLVHGE\
'HVSHQVHU¶VLPSO\UHIHUUHGWRWKHLUEHLQJWDNHQEDFNLQWRWKHNLQJ¶VKDQGVas 
the result of a bureaucratic mix-up in 1325.194 Why did Bradbourne implicate 
Despenser in this complaint, when all charges against those of the Lancastrian 
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rebellion were to be annulled?195 It may be that Bradbourne simply used 
'HVSHQVHU¶VQDPHLQWKHSHWLWion as a rhetorical tool in order to aid her claim in 
the immediate aftermath of his downfall. In doing so she re-affirmed Despenser 
WKH\RXQJHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQDVEHLQJYLFLRXVDQGODQGJUHHG\DQGDWWKHVDPH
time, firmly established her place in the ranks of the newly rehabilitated 
Lancastrians.  
This study of the petitions has shown that there was a clear separation 
of the actions of the father and son which does not support the concept of the 
XVHRIWKHJHQHULFGHVFULSWLYHODEHORIµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶7KHXse of this phrase 
DORQJZLWKRWKHUWHUPVVXFKDVµWKH'HVSHQVHUUHJLPH¶DQGWKHH[WUHPH
µ'HVSHQVHUGLFWDWRUVKLS¶DUHUKHWRULFDOFRQVWUXFWVFUHDWHGDVDPHWKRGRI
shorthand to speak about the father and son, but have resulted in the creation of 
a popular image of an indivisibility of actions and motives of the two men. 196 
A typical example of the ready acceptance of this collaboration between father 
DQGVRQZDVPDGHE\/DZUHQFHZKRVWDWHGWKDWµE\LWZDVKDUGWR
GLIIHUHQWLDWHEHWZHHQWKHWZR'HVSHQVHUV¶197  This widespread acceptance of 
WKHWZR'HVSHQVHUV¶UHSXWDWLRQVDQGMRLQWFXOSDELOLW\LQWKHGRZQIDOORI(GZDUG
II was highlighted by comments such as that of Saul who stated that after 1322 
the removal of Edward II was the only way to rid the country of their 
influence.198 Continuing in this vein, Saul discussed the role of the Despenser 
family in the downfall of Edward II, reaffirming the concept of their joint 
DFWLRQVE\UHJXODUO\UHIHUULQJWRERWKIDWKHUDQGVRQDVµWKHIDYRXULWHV¶199 The 
number of petitions naming the two men apparently support this combined 
guilt. For example, Graph 2.1 illustrates the two hundred and thirty petitions 
naming the two men between c.1320 and c.1335. However, when one 
considers the petitions individually one immediately sees that the majority 
make a clear distinction between the two men. Can the evidence of the 
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petitions help to come to a considered conclusion about the consequences of 
WKHXVHRIWKHJHQHULFWHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶"$OWKRXJKDVVWDWHGLQVHFWLRQ
above, the WHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶KDVEHFRPHDQDFFHSWHGJHQHULFWHUPLW
clearly does not reflect the contemporary perception of the two men as 
illustrated through the content of the petitions. Therefore the extensive use of 
WHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶PXVWEHFRQVLGHUHGas an example of the concept, 
GHVFULEHGE\(OL]DEHWK%URZQDVµWKHW\UDQQ\RIDFRQVWUXFW¶.200 Brown, 
VSHDNLQJRIWKHKLVWRULRJUDSKLFDOUHOLDQFHRQWKHWHUPµIHXGDOLVP¶VWDWHGWKDW
WKHDGRSWLRQRIDQ\ODEHOFRXOGOHDGWRWKHµWHQGHQF\WRGLVUHJDUG«GRFXPHnts 
QRWHDVLO\DVVLPLODEOHLQWRWKDWIUDPHRIUHIHUHQFH¶201 This certainly appears to 
be the case with the records of the ancient petitions. Although there have been 
various considerations of the father and son separately, no study has used the 
petitions in any depth to consider the actions of the two Despensers. This has 
led to evidence of a contemporaneous acceptance of a separateness of action 
between High Despenser the elder and younger being overlooked.  
 
If Roger Mortimer, as another outsider, was in his turn to be depicted to 
be as guilty as Despenser the younger in his exploitation of his position will be 
considered in the next chapter. This will discuss the petitions presented during 
the regency of Queen Isabella and her partner Roger Mortimer, the after-effects 
of the removal of a rightful king, the period of the regency and the eventual 
DVVHUWLRQRIWKHNLQJ¶VSHUVRQDOSRZHU
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CHAPTER 3: QUEEN ISABELLA AND SIR ROGER MORTIMER OF 
WIGMORE 
3.1 The Queen and the Rebel  
 
Once the two Despensers had been removed and Edward II imprisoned, 
(QJODQGZDVGHOLYHUHGDFFRUGLQJWR0DUN%XFNLQWRµWKHKDQGVRI5RJHU
0RUWLPHUDQGKLVZKRUH¶4XHHQ,VDEHOOD1 Ian Mortimer elaborated on this 
FRQWURYHUVLDOLPDJHE\GHSLFWLQJ5RJHU0RUWLPHUDVWKHµJUHDWHVWWUDLWRU¶
VWDWLQJWKDWµKLVDFWLRQVDJDLQVWWKHUR\DOIDPLO\DPRXQWHGWRWUHDVRQRQDVFDOH
QHYHUNQRZQ«EHIRUHRUVLQFH¶2  
With the king in custody it was essential for the success of the coup 
that the new regime was seen to act legitimately, even with the apparent 
µFRQVHQW¶RI(GZDUG,,+RZHYHURQO\WKHNLQJFRXOGFDOODSDUOLDPHQWDQG
WKLVZDVDVWHSWKDW,VDEHOOD¶VSDUW\ZDVSHUKDSVUHOXFWDQWWRDWWHPSt and with 
which the king was unwilling to comply.3 Therefore, the queen and Mortimer 
PDGHWKHGHFLVLRQWRFDOODµSDUOLDPHQW¶LQWKHQDPHRI3ULQFH(GZDUGZKR
KDGEHHQDSSRLQWHGJXDUGLDQRIWKHUHDOPLQKLVIDWKHU¶VDEVHQFH4 This 
µSDUOLDPHQW¶SHUKDSVPRUHSURSHUO\GHVFULEHGDVDµJHQHUDOPHHWLQJRIWKH
&KXUFKDQGWKHSHRSOH¶consilium generale tocius cleri et populi) finally 
gathered on January 7, 1327.5  ,WKDGEHHQVXPPRQHGWRMXVWLI\DQGµDXWKRULVH
WKHVXEVWLWXWLRQRIRQHNLQJZLWKDQRWKHU¶6 It was HVVHQWLDOWKDW(GZDUG¶V
deposition was seen to be based on conformity to law, and that he had 
                                                 
1
 Buck, Politics, Finance and the Church in the Reign of Edward II, p. 223. 
2
 Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, p. 265. 
3
 For a possibly contemporary treatise which suggested the ideal version of English 
parliament, and who could call parliament: Modus Tenendi Parliamentum, pp. 2-6. 
4
 PROME µ,QWURGXFWLRQ¶WRWKH3DUOLDPHQWRI-DQXDU\. 
5 W. H. Dunham jnr and C. T. :RRGµ7KH5LJKWWR5XOHLQ(QJODQG'HSRVLWLRQDQG
WKH.LQJGRP¶V$XWKRULW\-¶The American Historical Review (1976), 81, 
738-761, p. 740; this parliament had been scheduled to meet in December 1326, the 
original writs being issued in the name of Edward II on October 28: 6QHGGRQµ:RUGV
and Realities¶, in  Ormrod, Dodd and Musson, Medieval Petitions, Grace and 
Grievance, pp. 193-205. TKHUHDVRQIRUWKLVSRVWSRQHPHQWZDVQRWHGDVEHLQJµIRU
FHUWDLQQHFHVVDU\FDXVHV¶PROME µ,QWURGXFWLRQ¶WR the Parliament of January 1327. 
TKHUHLVQRH[LVWLQJUROOIRUWKLVµSDUOLDPHQW¶EXWLWFDQQHYHUWKHOHVVEHGDWHGIDLUO\
accurately through the chroniFOHVDOWKRXJKVRPHµFKURQRORJLFDOXQFHUWDLQWLHV¶
remain: Butt,  A History of Parliament, p. 225.  
6
 09&ODUNHµ&RPPLWWHHVRI(VWDWHVDQGWKH'HSRVLWLRQRI(GZDUG,,¶LQ-
Edwards, W. H. Galbraith, and E. F. Jacobs (eds), Historical Essays in Honour of 
James Tait (Manchester, 1933), p. 30. 
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ZLOOLQJO\µRXVWHGKLPVHOI¶LQIDYRXURI(GZDUG,,,µZLWKJRRG-will and by 
FRPPRQFRXQVHODQGDVVHQWRIWKHSUHODWHVHDUOVDQGEDURQV«DQGWKHZKROH
community RIWKHNLQJGRP¶7 Whether the deposition was affected by or 
merely in parliament remains contentious, but one contemporary chronicle, 
with perhaps a little overstatement, noted that the deposition was decided with 
WKHµFU\RIWKHZKROHSHRSOH¶clamorem tocius populi) behind it.8 This 
parliament was also important to establish that the responsibility for the 
GHSRVLWLRQZDVWREHµSODFH>G@RQDVPDQ\VKRXOGHUVDVSRVVLEOH¶ZKLOVWDV
%HQ]6W-RKQQRWHGµZKHUH,VDEHOOD>ZDV@0RUWLPHUZDVQRWIDUEHKLQG¶DQd 
DV+DLQHVGUDPDWLFDOO\VWDWHGµEHKLQGWKHVFHQHVOXUNHG0RUWLPHUDQG
,VDEHOOD¶9  
Therefore, this chapter will discuss to what extent the content of the 
petitions can be used as evidence of the popular portrayal of Queen Isabella 
and Roger Mortimer. As formal legal documents it is unlikely that the petitions 
can provide evidence to illustrate such emotive images as that given by Davies, 
ZKRDFFXVHG,VDEHOODRIKDYLQJµGHJUDG>HG@KHUUHJDOSRVLWLRQKHUPDUULDJH
REOLJDWLRQDQGKHUZRPDQO\TXDOLWLHV¶RU7out, ZKRVDZ0RUWLPHUDVµWKH
JUHHG\PDUFKHU¶ZKRUHPDLQHGLQSRZHUDVWKHUHVXOWRIWKHµEHVRWWHG
infatuation of the queen-PRWKHU¶10 But the petitions can be used to assess if 
Queen Isabella and Mortimer, like the Despensers before them, were 
considered to have exploited their positions of power for their own gain. The 
petitions can also be used to assess the response and support Isabella and 
Mortimer received for the removal of Edward II, and the manner in which they 
were portrayed after the end of the regency and the execution of Mortimer. 
Graph 3.1 illustrates the number of petitions relating to Queen Isabella and/or 
Roger Mortimer during the period c.1320 to c.1335 revealing very similar 
numbers of petitions for each of them. However, when one illustrates the 
                                                 
7
  Dunham DQG:RRGµ7KH5LJKWWR5XOHLQ(QJODQG¶S2UPURGEdward III 
(2005), p. 57; Haines, King Edward II, pp. 187-189. 
8
 9DOHQWHµ7KH'HSRVLWLRQDQG$EGLFDWLRQRI(GZDUG,,¶, pp. 864-866; M. V. Clarke, 
Medieval Representation and Consent (London, 1936), p. 184, n. 3. 
9
 50+DLQHVµ7KH(SLVFRSDWH'XULQJWKH5HLJQRI(GZDUG,,DQGWKH5HJHQF\RI
0RUWLPHUDQG,VDEHOOD¶The Journal of Ecclesiastical History (2005), 56, 657-709, p. 
690. Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens, p. 140. 
10
 Davies, The Baronial Opposition to Edward II, p. 107; Tout, The History of 
England, p. 305. 
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number of petitions presented in the same period related to Queen Isabella and 
Roger Mortimer alongside the number of petitions presented relating to the 
other main political characters considered in this study, 
 
Graph 3.1: The Split of petitions relating to Queen Isabella and/or Roger Mortimer, 
c.1320 -c.1335. 
 
one is immediately aware that they represent a relatively small number in 
comparison (see Graph 3.2). This is particularly striking from 1330 onwards, 
when their reign as regents came to an end, compared to similar comparisons 
made in Chapters One and Two relating to the immediate period of the 
downfall of Thomas of Lancaster in 1322 and the two Despensers in 
1326/1327, when there was a sudden and notable rise in petitioning related to 
them.11 
This difference in the volume of petitioning levels may indicate that 
Isabella and Mortimer were not considered the focus for accusations of 
wrongdoing in the period of their ascendancy (1327-1330), which both  
                                                 
11
 For example, the number of petitions related to Thomas of Lancaster rose 
dramatically to over 80% of the total of the petitions presented in 1322-1323, the 
period of his rebellion and execution, returning to a mere 4% of the petitions 
presented during the period 1324-1335. These percentages were calculated from 
'RGG¶VUHVHDUFKLQWRWKHYDOXHRIWKHHYLGHnce of the warranty notes, see Graphs 2 and 
8 in Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 65, 115. 
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Graph 3.2: A comparison of the number of petitions presented to the main characters 
under discussion c.1320 ± c.1335.12 
 
Lancaster and the two Despensers achieved. When Edward III finally asserted 
his majority in 1330 the regency came to an immediate end. There would have 
been no obvious moment of FULVLVRWKHUWKDQWKHDUUHVWDQGH[HFXWLRQRIµWKH
NLQJ¶VQRWRULRXVHQHP\¶5RJHU0RUWLPHU13 Therefore, to add a new insight 
into the portrayal of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer of Wigmore, this 
chapter is split into two further sections. The first section considers the career 
of Roger Mortimer as portrayed through the petitions. This will include a 
consideration of the period before his alliance with Queen Isabella, including 
his rebellion against Edward II, his subsequent surrender, imprisonment and 
escape, along with his eventual re-HPHUJHQFHDVµNLQJLQDOOEXWQDPH¶14 The 
second section will consider the career of Queen Isabella. This will include a 
consideration of how she was portrayed in the petitions from the period of her 
                                                 
12
 The petitions illustrated in Graph 3.2 include four that named Isabella and Mortimer 
together which were not included in their individual graphs below. Those petitions 
FDWHJRULVHGDVKDYLQJDQµXQFHUWDLQGDWHUDQJH¶GHSLFWHGLQRWKHUJUDSKVDUHQRW
illustrated here.* The number for the two Despensers was calculated using both 
individual and joint petitions, and includes those petitions were it remains unclear 
which of the two men the petition refers. 
13
 C54/143, ms. 14d, TNA, quoted in P. Dryburgh, The Career of Roger Mortimer, 
First Earl of March (c.1287-1330), PhD thesis, University of Bristol, 2002, p. 98. 
14
 Lanercost, p. 265; 'DYLHVµ5RJHU0RUWLPHU¶, ODNB; Ormrod, Edward III (2005), 
p. 16. 
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being regarded as a faithful wife and queen, to the successful removal of 
Edward II through deposition and alleged murder. Her relationship with Roger 
Mortimer and the period of the regency will also be studied, to establish if she 
demonstrated the characteristics associated with her modern sobriquets the 
µQHZ-H]HEHO¶DQGWKHµVKH-ZROI¶7KHVHFWLRQZLOOHQGZLWKWKHSHULRGRIKHU
forced retirement when Edward III asserted his majority rule.15  
3.2 Roger Mortimer 
µ7KH.LQJ¶V1RWRULRXV(QHP\¶16  
 
Until 1318 Roger Mortimer played no significant role in English politics, 
although he is recorded as having been a trusted and able soldier and servant of 
the king. He had been the recipient of many royal favours including the 
position of Lieutenant or Justiciar of Ireland in 1317. He was returned to this 
position again in 1319, as a reward for defeating the Scottish invasion of 
Ireland led by Edward Bruce, heir to the Scottish throne.17 Those petitions that 
mentioned Mortimer during his tenure as justiciar support the impression that 
he was both a strong and able commander who carried out his duties with the 
approval and sanction of the king.18 For example, the petitions presented 
during the period 1317-1320, which outlined the complaints relating to the 
confiscation of lands from supporters of Edward Bruce in Ireland, illustrate a 
typical example of the attitude to Mortimer in this period.  These petitioners 
                                                 
15
 Doherty, Isabella and the Strange Death of Edward II, pp. 22, 49. 
16
 SC 8/51/2518, discussed below. 
17
 For a discussion of unrest in the English colony in Ireland during the fourteenth 
century see Duffy, Ireland in the Middle Ages, pp. 134-155, passim; Orpen, Ireland 
Under the Normans, p. 192; CCR, 1313-1318SS'XQFDQµ(GZDUG%UXFH
(DUORI&DUULFN¶ODNB; 'U\EXUJKµ7KHLast Refuge of a Scoundrel?¶, in Dodd and 
Musson, The Reign of Edward II, p. 121; Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, pp. 81-98; 
Evans, The Family Mortimer, pp. 210-211. An interesting factor influencing the 
decision to grant Mortimer the justiciarship, in the light of his future career, was his 
UHSXWDWLRQDVKDYLQJEHHQSROLWLFDOO\QHXWUDOLQWKHµYHQRPRXVSROLWLFVRIWKHSHULRG¶
'DYLHVµRoger 0RUWLPHU¶ODNB.  
18
 (GZDUG,,¶VUHOLDQFHDQGWUXVWLQ0RUWLPHU is underlined by there being only two 
mentions of Mortimer in the Chancery rolls of Ireland, in 1308-1309. These records of 
enrolled letters to and from the king and his Irish subjects were notably more eclectic 
than their English counterpart and include many other types of document including 
charters, fines, writs of liberate, writs of parliamentary summons, and returns of 
inquisitions of post mortem: Circle: A Calendar of Irish Chancery Letters 
[http://chancery.tcd.ie/]. 
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made no complaint against his methods of handling the confiscations, but 
merely commented on his part in the process of carrying out the NLQJ¶V
commands. For example, two petitions, brought separately by Adam de 
Kermerdyn and Agatha de Kermerdyn, between 1317 and 1321 both concerned 
the return of lands confiscated from the Kermerdyn family by Mortimer.19 
These had been declared forfeit due WRWKHSHWLWLRQHUV¶UHODWLRQVKLSWRD%UXFH
sympathiser, John de Kermerdyn, who had been outlawed in 1317.20 Neither 
SHWLWLRQFRPSODLQHGRI0RUWLPHU¶VPDQQHURIFRQILVFDWLRQEXWPHUHO\
commented on his role in the forfeiture. There were no accusations of 
wrongdoing or evidence of any negative connotations towards Mortimer from 
these Irish petitioners. Both petitions received similar endorsements requiring 
WKHMXVWLFHVRI,UHODQGWRUHIHUWKHFDVHVWRFRPPRQODZRUWRWKHµFXVWRPVRI
WKRVHSDUWV¶ 
Other SHWLWLRQVSUHVHQWHGLQWKLVSHULRGDOVRLQGLFDWH(GZDUG,,¶V
UHOLDQFHRQ0RUWLPHU¶VDGYLFHDVDQDGPLQLVWUDWRU)RUH[DPSOHWKHSHWLWLRQ
presented in 1319 by Adam de Cusak requested the office of Constable of 
Drogheda castle as reward for his services in WKHNLQJ¶VFDPSDLJQDJDLQVW
Edward Bruce.21 ,WZDVHQGRUVHGZLWKWKHUHSO\WKDWµWKHNLQJVHQW5RJHU
0RUWLPHUWR,UHODQGWRJXDUGKLVODQGV¶DQGGLGQRWZLVKWRPDNHDQ\GHFLVLRQ
µZLWKRXWKLVDGYLFH¶22 0RUWLPHU¶VPLOLWDU\DQGGLSORPDWLFVXFFHVVZDVDOVR
described in a politically flattering letter sent to Edward II from the 
µFRPPXQDOLW\RI'XEOLQ¶LQZKLFK0RUWLPHUZDVSUDLVHGIRUVDYLQJDQG
keeping the peace of the land (OH0RUWXPHU«VDXYHUHJDUGHUODSHHVGH
vostre terre).23 Indeed, Mortimer has been considered to be the only magnate 
GXULQJ(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQWRKDYHH[FHOOHGPLOLWDULO\24 
                                                 
19
 SC 8/83/4125; SC 8/55/2710. 
20
 $QRWHUHFRUGLQJWKHIRUIHLWXUHRI-RKQGH.HUPHUG\Q¶VODQGVDQG$JDWKD¶VODQG
HQWLWOHPHQWVVHH(2¶)DUUHOOµ$SSHQGL[¶LQThe Forty-Second Annual Report of 
the Deputy Keeper of the Public Records (Dublin, 1911), p. 19; Orpen, Ireland Under 
the Normans, pp. 192-3&RQQROO\HGµ,ULVK0DWHULDOLQWhe Class of Ancient 
3HWLWLRQV6&LQWKH3XEOLF5HFRUG2IILFH/RQGRQ¶Analecta Hibernica, 34 (1987), 
3-106, p. 29; Orpen, Ireland Under the Normans, p. 198, n. 2. 
21
 SC 8/99/4910. 
22
 &RQQROO\µ,ULVK0DWHULDOLQWKH&ODVVRI$QFLHQW3HWLWLRQV¶SS-34. 
23
 Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, pp. 96--7*LOEHUWHGµ+LVWRULFDQG
Municipal Documents of Ireland, AD 1172±1320  from the Archives of the City of 
'XEOLQ¶, Rolls Series, 53 (London,1870), p. 392. 
24
 Fryde, The Tyranny and Fall of Edward II, p. 39. 
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However, by 1322 Mortimer was imprisoned as a rebel and his image 
as a capable and trusted governor had become somewhat tarnished. An 
example of this can be found in the words of the Irish petitioner Richard de 
&ODUHDNLQJ¶VFOHUNZKRFRPSODLQHGKRZWKURXJKWKHµDLGDQGSURFXUHPHQW¶
of Mortimer, the archbishop of Cashel had ousted him from his living of 
Dungarvan church in Ireland.25  Clare stated that the archbishop, William Fitz 
-RKQKDGµERXJKW>IURP0RUWLPHU@FRQILUPDWLRQIURPWKHNLQJ¶RIWKH
advowson of the church of Dungarvan; in effect accusing Mortimer of 
fraudulently granting Fitz John the right to oust Clare from his living. This is 
further supported by the suFFHVVIXORXWFRPHRI&ODUH¶VSHWLWLRQ. A ruling dated 
0D\UHLQVWDWHGKLPFLWLQJWKDWµWKHNLQJFRQVLGHU>HG@WKDWKH>KDG@
EHHQGHFHLYHG¶DQGWKDWWKHJUDQWKDGEHHQIUDXGXOHQWLOOXVWUDWLQJ(GZDUG,,¶V
apparent disillusionment with his administrator.26 This image of Mortimer 
ZRUNLQJDJDLQVWWKHNLQJ¶VZLOOZDVin distinct contrast to that evident in earlier 
petitions, which portrayed him as a faithful servant and advisor of the king. 
+RZHYHUDSHWLWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQE\µ-RKQ2
*UDGD$UFKELVKRS-elect of 
&DVKHO¶EULQJVDQLQWHUHVWLQJHQG-note to the discussion of the reputation of 
Mortimer in Ireland.27 It referred to the petition, discussed above, concerning 
the return of the living of Dungarvan church to Richard de Clare.28 2¶*UDGD
complained thaW&ODUHKDGSHWLWLRQHGµXQGHUIDOVHUHSUHVHQWDWLRQVLQWKHWLPHRI
WKHNLQJ
VIDWKHU¶DWWKHSDUOLDPHQWRI<RUN-µLQWKHDEVHQFHRIWKH
DUFKELVKRS¶E\DGGLQJWKLVULGHU2¶*UDGDGLSORPDWLFDOO\GLUHFWHGWKHEODPH
away from the previous archbishop:LOOLDP)LW]-RKQ2¶*UDGDSHWLWLRQHG
for the patronage of Dungarvan church and its lands to be returned from 
Maurice Fitz Thomas, earl of Desmond to whom it had been subsequently 
granted. The wording of this petition clearly exonerates Mortimer whilst 
placing the blame entirely on the dishonesty of Richard de Clare. The 
SHWLWLRQ¶VHQGRUVHPHQWVWDWHGWKDWWKHFODLPVZRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGDQGILQDOO\
gives permission for the return of the church and its lands.29  
                                                 
25
 SC 8/104/5179. 
26
 SC 8/104/5180; CPR, 1321-1324, p. 114. 
27
 SC 8/104/5178. 
28
 SC 8/104/5179. 
29
 SC 8/104/5181; CPR, 1330-1334, p. 492. 
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+RZKDG0RUWLPHU¶VVWDQGLQJFKDQJHGIURPWKDt of the trusted (and 
therefore protected) servant of the king, portrayed in the petitions prior to 
1322, to one against whom the petitioner Richard de Clare felt accusations of 
corruption could be levelled (and whose petition was subsequently to be 
succesVIXOLQLWVRXWFRPH"7KHREYLRXVFKDQJHLQ0RUWLPHU¶VIRUWXQHVDWWKLV
date was his involvement with, and eventual imprisonment as a result of his 
part in, the rebellion of Thomas, earl of Lancaster. Having left his extensive 
lands in county Meath in Ireland, Mortimer had encountered a complicated 
political situation on his return to England.30 The ambitious younger 
'HVSHQVHULQKLVDWWHPSWVWRIRUJHDWHQXULDOµHPSLUH¶LQVRXWKHUQ:DOHVKDG
FUHDWHGDVWDWHRILQFUHDVHGWHQVLRQDPRQJVW0RUWLPHU¶VIHOORZ0archer barons 
that threatened to erupt into violence.31 However, even though there had been a 
long-standing feud between the Mortimer and Despenser families, Mortimer 
was not at first openly hostile to the favourites.32 Instead, he chose to side with 
the so-FDOOHGµPLGGOLQJSDUW\¶ZKLFKDWWHPSWHGWRPDLQWDLQDEDODQFHEHWZHHQ
the coercive methods of the Lancastrians and the tyranny of the Despensers.33  
+RZHYHULQHDUO\ZLWK'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VFRQWLQXLQJODQG
acquisitions in south Wales particularly his annexation of Gower, Mortimer 
was forced to choose between his loyalty to Edward II (and therefore the 
Despensers) or to become part of the rebellion.34  He finally chose to side with 
his enraged Marcher compatriots, who the Vita Edwardi Secundi stated had 
been described by Despenser the younger as treasonous (sed et barones talia 
                                                 
30
 A. Cosgrove, A New History of Ireland, Medieval Ireland 1169-1534, vol. 2 
(Oxford, 1987), pp. 280, 299-300. 
31
 Phillips, Edward II, pp. 366-369, 375. 
32
 'HVSHQVHUWKH<RXQJHUKDGVZRUQYHQJHDQFHXSRQµHDFKRIWKH>0RUWLPHUV@¶IRU
WKHGHDWKRIKLVJUDQGIDWKHU+XJK'HVSHQVHUµWKH-XVWLFLDU¶ Vita Edwardi Secundi, 
pp. 108-109; Lawrence, Power, Ambition and Political Rehabilitation, p. 25; Phillips, 
Edward II, p. 367. Ian Mortimer, rather dramatically recounted the death of 
Despenser's grandfather at the battle of Evesham in 1265, describing how during the 
EDWWOHµZLWKUDLQGULSSLQJGRZQ>KLV@IDFH«>0RUWLPHUNLOOHG'Hspenser] with his 
RZQKDQGV¶0RUWLPHUThe Greatest Traitor, p. 8. This vivid description of 
Mortimer's actions cannot be verified, although contemporary sources noted the 
activities of both men in the lead up to the battle and record that Despenser met his 
death there: Brut, pp. 175-176; Flores Historiarum, pp. 4-7. If this feud between the 
two families existed, Despenser must have considered the chance of advancement at 
the expense of Mortimer family an added bonus and a fitting penance for the death of 
his grandfather. 
33
 (YDQVµ7KH)DPLO\0RUWLPHU¶SS-272. 
34
 Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, p. 102. 
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allegantes lese maistatis videbatur arguer).35 The king acknowledged this new 
allegiance with the removal of Mortimer from his post as Justiciar of Ireland.36 
With the blessing (if not active participation) of Thomas, earl of Lancaster, the 
Marcher lords attacked Despenser lands in May 1321.37 The success of the 
raids and the capture of Despenser estates placed the Marcher lords in a 
position of increased power which, according tR)U\GHµFRXOGQRWEH
SHUPDQHQWO\VXVWDLQHG¶EXWZKLFKQHYHUWKHOHVVIRUFHGSDUOLDPHQWWRPHHWLQ
July and August of 1321.38 This parliament, which the Brut GHVLJQDWHGDVµWKH
SDUOLDPHQWZLWKWKHZKLWHEHQGV¶þe parlment wiþ whit bendes), due to the 
colouUVRIWKHEDURQLDOFRDOLWLRQ¶VFRPPRQXQLIRUPVXFFHHGHGLQWKHVKRUW
term in forcing the two Despensers into exile.39 The Marcher victory was 
complete when the king was forced to grant pardons to all those lords involved 
in the plot, including Roger Mortimer.40  
Thereafter Edward II plotted vengeance for what was an attack not only 
on the royal prerogative, but one which constituted a personal affront and 
humiliation.41 7KHVXFFHVVDQGVXEVHTXHQWIDOORXWIURPWKLVµYHQJHDQFH¶IRU
Mortimer is recorded in the pHWLWLRQVRIZKHQWKHµ&RPPXQLW\RI:DOHV
RI1RUWK:DOHVDQG6RXWK:DOHV¶la comunaute de Galeys de Northgalys et 
Suthgaleys) petitioned the king, and described their fears over the suggested 
reinstatement of Mortimer and his uncle, Roger Mortimer of Chirk, to their 
lands in Wales.42  This petition not only states that the Welsh feared the 
UHLQVWDWHPHQWRI0RUWLPHUEXWDOVRLOOXVWUDWHVWKHYXOQHUDELOLW\RI(GZDUG,,¶V
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hold on the loyalties of the Welsh. The petitioners began by reminding the king 
that they had gone against the Mortimers, their sworn lords (this probably the 
EDVLVRIWKHLUIHDURIWKH0RUWLPHUV¶UHLQVWDWHPHQWLQRUGHUWRVXSSRUWWKH
NLQJ¶VFDXVHGXULQJWKHUHEHOOLRQRI7KLVUHPLQGHGWKHNLQJQRWRQO\RI
his debt to them, but alsRVXJJHVWHGWKHLULQGLVSHQVDELOLW\LQWKHNLQJ¶VGHIHDW
of the Marcher lords. They went on to specify that if the Mortimers were to be 
reinstated to their confiscated lands they would be forced to defend their 
freedom from Mortimer dominance; the petition remained ambiguous to 
whether this was a threat of attack against the Mortimers or the king.  
Who were the so-called communities of North and South Wales? That 
the two areas of Wales chose to be separately assigned may be explained 
through the different roots for their hostility to Mortimer. North Wales had 
strong anti-0RUWLPHUVHQWLPHQWVIURPHDUO\LQ(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQFDXVHGE\WKH
UHSRUWHGO\KDUVKWUHDWPHQWRIWKH:HOVKE\WKHNLQJ¶VVHUYDQWVXQGHUWKH
OHDGHUVKLSRIWKH-XVWLFLDURI:DOHV0RUWLPHU¶VXQcle, Roger Mortimer of 
Chirk, which resulted in an enquiry only six months after the end of his tenure 
in 1315.43 This was also echoed in a petition from West Wales, presented in 
c.1322 to 1326, which went into some detail over complaints made about 
MortimeURI&KLUNZKRKDGLQWURGXFHGµ(QJOLVKODZ¶WRWKHLUFRPPXQLW\44 
7KHXVHRIWKHWHUPµ(QJOLVKODZ¶IXUWKHULOOXVWUDWHVDJHQHUDOLVHG:HOVK
dissatisfaction with English rule rather than any notable Mortimer focused 
discontent. In contrast, the southern Welsh were seen as the natural enemies of 
Roger Mortimer as they remained stalwart supporters of the king. This loyalty 
KDGFRPSOLFDWHGURRWVGDWLQJWRWKHHDUOLHVWGD\VRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQZKHQKH
KDGLQKHULWHGPDQ\RI(GZDUG,¶V:HOVKVHUYDQWV. They had been drawn from 
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the uchelwyr, a class of Welsh freemen, with the more powerful Welsh 
members of the household making up what J. B. Smith described as a virtually 
new Welsh aristocracy.45 Therefore, is it significant that the pro-royalist 
southern Welsh were also willing to be seen to take a stance against the king in 
order to stay independent of the Mortimer family? Not necessarily, as one must 
remain aware that although this petition was designated as being from the 
µFRPPXQLW\RI:DOHV¶LWFDQQRWEHDVVXPHGto have encompassed the wishes 
of the entire population.  For example, the evidence provided by the petitions 
reflected that satisfaction with English sovereignty was not necessarily shared 
by those lower down the social order of Wales. A petition presented by the 
people of Caerwedros, Gwynionydd and Mebwynion, in Cardiganshire in 1309 
described in detail their wish to maintain the traditional practices of Wales 
which, the petitioners stated, the English law did not provide for.46 Therefore, 
the petition of WKHµ&RPPXQLW\RI:DOHVRI1RUWK:DOHVDQG6RXWK:DOHV¶
may well merely have reflected the wishes of those who personally rose up 
DJDLQVW0RUWLPHUµWKHLUORUG¶LQDLGRIWKHNLQJDQGZKRLWPD\EHDVVXPHG
were eager to protect themselves from the consequences of this betrayal.47  
Can the content of the petitions therefore support the premise that 
Mortimer was the focus of a generalised hatred by his Welsh tenants? As has 
already been discussed, a far more likely scenario for the apparent anti-
0RUWLPHUVHQWLPHQWVH[SUHVVHGLQWKHSHWLWLRQRIWKHµ&RPPXQLW\RI:DOHVRI
1RUWK:DOHVDQG6RXWK:DOHV¶LVWKDWLWZDVPHUHO\DQH[SUHVVLRQRISDUWRID
general Welsh enmity against the whole of the Marcher barony and, in this 
particular instance, merely of the landholders of Welsh society rather than 
against Mortimer alone. Further corroboration for this enmity is also illustrated 
in the many instances of insurgency by the Welsh against the English, reflected 
by the author of the Vita Edwardi Secundi who VWDWHGWKDWUHEHOOLRQZDVµDQ
ROGVWDQGLQJPDGQHVV¶RIWKH:HOVKZKRKDYLQJµNHHSTXLHWIRU«\HDUV
«>ZHUH@WKHQDWKLUVWIRUEDWWOH¶48 Edward II exploited this enmity, as part of 
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his long term strategy of vengeance against his rebellious nobles, by springing 
VXUSULVHDWWDFNVRQWKH0DUFKHUORUGV¶ODQGV49 This is supported by evidence of 
a grant, dated December 13, 1321, of £12 12s 8d to provide military equipment 
for the Welsh, made through a warrant of the privy seal to Gruffydd Llwyd, the 
representative of the king in Wales.50  Llwyd, along with Rhys ap Gruffydd, an 
HVTXLUHRIWKHNLQJ¶VKRXVHKROGDQGDVRXWKHUQ:HOVKPDJQDWHZHUHLQVWUXFWHG
to put down any insurrection. Both were rewarded well for their actions.51 
Rhys ap Gruffydd was made the successor to Roger Mortimer of Chirk as 
Justiciar of Wales.52 
:LWKWKHNLQJ¶VYLFWRU\RYHUWKHEDURQVDQGWKHFRQWLQXHGEUHDNGRZQ
of the rebel coalition, Mortimer became increasingly isolated.53 On January 22, 
1322 Mortimer, having been promised by Aymer de Valence, Lord Pembroke, 
that he would be spared and pardoned, submitted himself to the king at 
Shrewsbury castle.54 3HPEURNH¶VSURPLVHVKDGEHHQIDOVH0RUWLPHUZDV
arrested and imprisoned in the Tower of London, along with his aging uncle, 
Mortimer of Chirk, where thH\ZHUHWRUHPDLQµOHVWUHSHQWLQJRIZKDWWKH\KDG
GRQH¶ne forte prioris facti poenitentes).55 A perhaps more contentious reason 
for their imprisonment came from  the author of the Literae Cantuarienses, 
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who added that Despenser the younger had them imprLVRQHGVRWKDWKHµPLJKW
VOD\WKHPZLWKRXWDQ\FDXVHEXWDFRYHWLQJRIWKHLUHVWDWHV¶56  
However, after notoriously arranging for the administration of poison 
to the Tower constable Stephen de Seagrave and his guards, Mortimer escaped 
to France on August 1, 1323.57 Later in the same year Mortimer was implicated 
in a plot, masterminded from France, to have Despenser the younger and his 
main supporter, Robert Baldock, murdered.58 The contents of the petitions 
agree with the rumours of the period which indicated that Mortimer intended to 
launch an attack against the king. For example, the 1324 petition of Thomas de 
Neubyggyng, who described himself as having been with Mortimer in France, 
explained how on his return to England he had given himself up to the king.59 
His petition requested his release from prison and the freedom to speak 
EHFDXVHDVKHVWDWHGµWKHDGKHUHQWVRI0RUWLPHUZLOOLQFUHDVHLQVWUHQJWK
XQOHVVKHLVDEOHWRZDUQWKHNLQJ¶7KHUHVXOWDQWHQTXLU\UHYHDOHGDSORWZKLFK
apparently permeated throughout the British Isles.60  
However, there has been some doubt over the veracity of reports of 
0RUWLPHU¶VSORWWHGµFDPSDLJQRIWHUURU¶([SODQDWLRQVVXFKDVWKDWWKHUXPRXUV
KDGEHHQRUFKHVWUDWHGE\WKH'HVSHQVHUVWRIXUWKHUGLVFUHGLWWKHNLQJ¶VHQHPLHV
were perhaps as plausible as those which suggested that Mortimer had been 
responsible for the spread of these suspicions in order to destabilise an already 
IHDUIXOUHJLPH1RQHRIWKHDFFXVHGµVSLHV¶ZHUHHYHUSXQLVKHGDQG
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1HXE\JJ\QJ¶VHYLGHQFHZDVODWHUGLVcredited. 61  However, the king was 
sufficiently concerned to renew efforts to identify any would-be rebels and to 
issue a parliamentary ordinance stating that there was to be no further 
communications with Mortimer.62 This is echoed in the petitions which reveal 
how, between c.1327 to 1332, Richard de Betoyne accused Neubyggyng of 
wrongly taking him prisoner in November 1323, allegedly for his part of these 
plots.63  $OWKRXJK%HWR\QH¶VSHWLWLRQLVOLNHO\WRKDYHEHHQEURXJKWLQWKHZDNH
RI1HXE\JJ\QJ¶VGLVJUDce, the innocence of Betoyne must not be assumed. It 
FDQEHVKRZQWKDWKHZDVRQHRI0RUWLPHU¶VFORVHVWVXSSRUWHUVDQGRQHRIWKH
/RQGRQPHUFKDQWVZKRVHµFRQQLYDQFHLIQRW«DFWLYHDVVLVWDQFH¶KDGDLGHG
0RUWLPHU¶VHVFDSHIURPWKH7RZHURI/RQGRQ64  
It was not until his alliance with Isabella that Mortimer finally struck 
against the king.65 The first evidence of the relationship between Queen 
Isabella and Roger Mortimer was given on February 8, 1326 by Edward II 
KLPVHOIZKRSURFODLPHGWKDWWKHTXHHQKDGµJLYHQKHUVHOIXSWR«0RUWLPHU
WKHNLQJ¶VQRWRULRXVHQHP\DQGUHEHO¶sest done au consail le Mortimer nostre 
enemi notoire et rebel).66 Their subsequent invasion was to lead to the 
deposition of Edward II and the coronation of the fourteen year old Edward III.  
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As discussed in Chapter Two, the petitioners took full advantage of the 
fall of the Despensers and, at the same time, managed to forge a favourable 
connection with Mortimer and the new regime. One such example is the 
petition of Edmund de Hauberdyn presented in 1327.67 Hauberdyn, the parson 
of White Waltham near Windsor, described the actions of Despenser the elder 
ZKRKDGUHPRYHGKLPIURPKLVOLYLQJEHFDXVHKHVXSSRUWHGµ0RUWLPHUHQHP\
RIWKHNLQJ¶Mortimer le enemy le Roi). 68 In his statement of support for 
Mortimer, Hauberdyn strengthened the idea that on the brink of the deposition 
the rebellion of 1322 was to be considered as a legitimate action against the 
'HVSHQVHUV7KHXVHRIWKHWHUPµMortimer le enemy le Roi¶LQDSHtition that 
Hauberdyn may have expected Mortimer to have heard, must be considered to 
be significant. It could be construed as an opportunity for the petitioner to 
emphasise the attempt by Despenser the elder to defame Mortimer, who at this 
point was eager WRHVWDEOLVKWKDWKHZDVQRWDQµHQHP\RIWKHNLQJ¶EXWUDWKHU
was to be considered as supporting the establishment of the reign of Edward 
III. This statement of adherence, coupled with an opportunity for the petitioner 
to share a moment of accord with Mortimer against Despenser, can be seen as 
being deliberately formulated to gain the best possible result for the petitioner.  
 
7KHµ.\QJHRI)RO\H¶69 
 
As with the Despensers in the period of their ascendency, there were few 
petitioners willing to accuse Mortimer of wrongdoing during the regency of 
1327 to 1330 (see Graph 3.3). But by 1328 those surrounding the king were 
becoming increasingly angered with the actions of Roger Mortimer. This 
LUULWDWLRQZDVKLJKOLJKWHGE\0RUWLPHU¶VVRQ6LU*HRIIUH\0RUWLPHU who is 
recorded as having publically joked that his father was to be considered the 
µ.\QJHRI)RO\H¶70 Henry, earl of Lancaster, who, as effective head of the 
regency council, had seen himself and other members removed from key posts, 
registered his displeasure by refusing to attend the third and fourth parliaments 
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of 1328.71 :LWK/DQFDVWHU¶VDEVHQFHWKHILQDOSDUOLDPHQWRIVDZ
Mortimer firmly in control; it was made up of a predominance of his 
supporters and granted him the new title of Earl of March. This new position 
placed him firmly above the other Marcher lords.72 ,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHU¶V
hold over the kingdom had become even more unyielding, with Mortimer even 
EHLQJGHVFULEHGE\*HRIIUH\OH%DNHUDVµWKHORYHURIWKHTXHHQDQGWKHPDVWHU
of the kiQJ¶amasius regine, magister Regis).73 
0RUWLPHU¶VUROHLQWKLVSHULRGRIWKHµVKDP«FRQFLOLDUJRYHUQDQFH¶RI
the regency, remains unclear.74 However, the petitions can be used to gauge the 
OHYHORI0RUWLPHU¶VSRZHUDVDOHDGLQJLIQRWthe leading) noble of the time. 
But it is perhaps through a lack of petitions that one can discern the power of 
Mortimer, with only two petitions mentioning him during the three year period 
of 1327-1329 (see Graph 3.3).75 This lack of petitioning may have several 
explanations, including, a fear of bringing complaints against Mortimer at the 
pinnacle of his power and the assumption that any complaint against him 
would have little chance of success. Although Mortimer held no official 
position this did not prevent him wielding the great power he held at court 
through his alleged relationship with Isabella, the dowager queen. His position 
in the royal household is illustrated by his having been granted royal livery and 
EHLQJUHJXODUO\UHIHUUHGWRDVµWKHNLQJ¶VNLQVPDQ¶76 But he nevertheless had 
no institutional basis to his power, and was not a member of the council 
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DSSRLQWHGWRUXOHGXULQJ(GZDUG,,,¶VUHJHQF\%XW0RUWLPHU)U\GH
concluded, ruled from behind the scenes.77 
 
 
Graph 3.3: The Distribution of Petitions relating to Roger Mortimer c.1320-c.1335. 
 
However, if his political UROHUHPDLQHGLQWKHEDFNJURXQG0RUWLPHU¶V
ill-considered actions led to his very public self-aggrandisement. Typical of 
this was a tournament held by Mortimer in 1329. Carried out in the manner of 
the Round Table, it saw Mortimer taking the part of King Arthur with Isabella 
as his Guinevere, psychologically side-lining the true king, Edward III.78 That 
0RUWLPHUVDZKLPVHOIDVµDNLQJEXWQRWDFWXDOO\DNLQJ¶LVFRQWHPSRUDQHRXVO\
portrayed as having caused general censure.79 The chronicler Thomas Burton 
JDYHDW\SLFDOH[DPSOHRI0RUWLPHU¶VSULGHZKHQKHQRWHGWKDWKHµUHPDLQHGLQ
KLVRZQPDJQLILFHQFH¶rogerus autem de Mortuo Mari adhuc in sua 
magnificentia perduravit).80 Other sources described how, within royal circles, 
0RUWLPHU¶VVHOI-LPSRUWDQFHKDGFDXVHGKLPWRµbicome þo prout¶81 
 7KLVDUURJDQFHFXOPLQDWHGLQWKHGHVHUWLRQRI(GZDUG,,,¶VXQFOHVWKH
HDUOVRI.HQWDQG1RUIRONWR+HQU\RI/DQFDVWHU¶VVLGH82 In November 1328, 
/DQFDVWHU¶VIRUFHs had waylaid the royal party outside Windsor, but withdrew 
without combat. In the next few weeks war became unavoidable between the 
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Lancastrians and the royal party. However, the irresolute royal earls once again 
changed allegiances, returning to the king¶VDQGWKHUHIRUH,VDEHOODDQG
0RUWLPHU¶VVLGHIRUFLQJWKH/DQFDVWULDQFDXVHWRFROODSVH83 At this point 
,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHU¶VSRVLWLRQPXVWKDYHDSSHDUHGWREHXQDVVDLODEOHDVWKH
defeat of their most powerful enemy was coupled with their continuing 
domination of the young king. Ormrod saw the period from the defeat of 
Lancaster in 1328 to the end of the regency, as being a time of personal 
KXPLOLDWLRQIRU(GZDUG,,,ZLWKWKH\RXQJNLQJ¶VDWWHPSWVWRJDLQFRQWURORI
the Crown being thwarted on every side by Isabella and Mortimer.84 
On the international scene, what has been seen as a degrading truce 
between England and France had been brokered in 1325, and in 1328 with the 
death of Charles IV of France, Isabella and Mortimer were likely to have been 
infOXHQWLDOLQWKHGHFLVLRQQRWWRWDNHDGYDQWDJHRI(GZDUG,,,¶VFRQYLQFLQJ
claim to the French throne.85 $WKRPH(QJODQG¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK6FRWODQG
remained strained.86  The Scottish victory over the English in 1327 at Stanhope 
Park in County Durham had been a humiliating military and financial fiasco 
for the new king who, accompanied by Mortimer, had led the English forces.87 
$V*:6%DUURZULJKWO\VWDWHGµDQ(QJOLVKNLQJKDGEHHQSXWWRVKDPHLQ
KLVRZQODQG¶88 In the aftermath of the failed Scottish campaign, Isabella and 
Mortimer were left with no option but to sue for peace. Brokered in Edinburgh 
and formalised in parliament through the Treaty of Northampton, on May 4, 
1328, this peace treaty recognized Robert Bruce as the independent king of 
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Scotland, who was to owe no feudal suzerainty to the English Crown.89 The 
SDFWZDVIXUWKHUHQGRUVHGE\WKHPDUULDJHRI(GZDUG,,,¶VVLVWHU-RDQµRIWKH
7RZHU¶DQG%UXFH¶VVRQ'DYLG90 The marriage was later listed in the charges 
DJDLQVW0RUWLPHUDVEHLQJDµZRUWKOHVVPDUULDJH¶vile matrimonium) probably 
due to both David Bruce and Joan being young children. However, Benz St 
-RKQQRWHGWKDW,VDEHOOD>DQGE\DVVRFLDWLRQ0RUWLPHU@KDGµDFW>HG@H[DFWO\DV
DQ\NLQJZKRQHHGHGWRVWDELOL]HKLVUXOH¶91 The treaty was a complete volte-
face IURPWKHWLPHRI(GZDUG,WKDWµ+DPPHURIWKH6FRWV¶, and it must have 
appeared an act of outright capitulation to the English nobles. It was 
FRQVLGHUHGVRGHPHDQLQJWKDWLWEHFDPHNQRZQDVWKHµturpis pax¶WKH
µVKDPHIXOSHDFH¶92 7KHHDVHRIWKLVVXEPLVVLRQFDXVHGµUXPRXUV«>WREH@«
ULIH¶WKDW,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHUKDGDFKLHYHGDQDFFRUGZLWKWKH6FRWVZKLOH
they were still in exile.93 This was taken a step further by Doherty, who argued 
that the whole campaign was merely a charade, the new regents being 
unwilling to commit to further Scottish wars.94 
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A petition brought by unspecified petitioners dated to 1328, illustrates 
WKHH[WHQWRIWKHQRUWKHUQPDJQDWHV¶GLVSOHDVXUHZLWKWKHQHZ6FRWWLVKWUHDW\95  
After stating that the Scots were known to act treacherously, the petitioner/s 
ZHQWRQWRLQVWUXFWWKH\RXQJNLQJWKDWDVLQWKHWLPHRI(GZDUG,µWKH
SURFWRUVRI\RXUVDLGVXEMHFWV¶KDGREWDLQHGDEVROXWLRQIURPWKHSRSHIRUWKH
sin of waging war against the Scots. This intimated that any continuation of a 
Scottish campaign would have similarly been pardoned by the Church. A 
telling rider added to this point stated that this forgiveness was especially true 
for the clergy, perhaps indicative of some of the petitioner/s having been 
members of the Church. The petition went on to state that the earlier defeat of 
the Scottish king John de Balliol, and the subsequent confiscations by Edward 
I, was just and lawful. This latter comment supported the fourth point made in 
the petition, which clHDUO\VWDWHGWKDWWKH\ZDQWHG(GZDUG,,,¶VDVVXUDQFHWKDW
DOOZDUUDQWLHVIRUODQGVLQ6FRWODQGSUHYLRXVO\DZDUGHGWRWKHµHDUOVEDURQV
DQGRWKHUVRIKLVUHDOP¶VKRXOGEHXSKHOG7KLVSURYLGHVDQRWKHULQGLFDWRURI
the identities of members of the group of petitioners, it also implies that 
Edward III was aware of their identity, as the petition suggested that the king 
would have the support of the unknown petitioner/s in any future Scottish 
campaign, perhaps signifying that they were the same barons and earls. The 
petitioner/s went on to single out Robert Bruce, accusing him of committing 
IHORQLHVDQGFULPHVDJDLQVWWKHNLQJ¶VJUDQGIDWKHU(GZDUG,Robert de 
%UXLV«GHVIHORQLHV«HQEOHPLVVHPHQWGHODURLDOHmagesté vostre dit Aiel), thus 
reminding Edward III of %UXFH¶VORQJKHOGSRVLWLRQDVDQHQHP\RIWKH
English. The content of the various points also suggest that the unknown 
author/s were aware of the details of the on-going negotiations between 
Edward III, Mortimer and the Scots. It also shows that the petitioner/s had in-
depth knowledge of the actions leading up to the earlier defeat in 1296 of the 
king of Scotland and the manner of the subsequent distribution of seized 
Scottish lands and goods.96  
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Why did the anonymous petitioner/s choose the petitioning process to 
put forward these seven points? One explanation, if one accepts that the 
petitioners were the same noblemen and Churchmen spoken of in the petition, 
supports the idea that Isabella and Mortimer were guilty of denying the counsel 
of the nobles to Edward III, forcing them to commit their advice and requests 
through the petitioning process. However, this idea is undermined by Isabella 
DQG0RUWLPHU¶VXQGRXEWHGDFFHVVDQGDELOLW\WREORFNDQ\SHWLWLRQVEURXJKW
before the king. The panels of triers responsible for dealing with the majority 
of complaints were employed to pick out those petitions which merited the 
NLQJ¶VDWWHQWLRQDQGLWLVWKHUHIRUHOLNHO\WKDWGXULQJWKHUHJHQF\WKH\ZRXOG
have been influenced by Isabella and Mortimer. A more likely and simple 
explanation is that the petitioner/s were simply showing their displeasure at 
WKLVµVKDPHIXOSHDFH¶DQGZLVKHGWRDIILUPWKHLUSRVLWLRQDVOR\DOVXEMHFWVRI
the king, at the same time as re-asserting their rights to lands and goods 
granted after JRKQ%DOOLRO¶VGHIHDWLWDFWLQJDVDQaide-mémoire to those 
securing an agreement with the Scots. There is no indication of the response to 
this petition, and it is somewhat enigmatically endorsed with the words de 
baiona.97  
After the µVKDPHIXOSHDFH¶ZLWK Scotland, Mortimer was once again 
able to devote his attention to his Irish lands, inherited through his link by 
PDUULDJHWR*HRIIUH\GH*HQHYLOOH¶VKHLU-RDQ98 One Irish petition could be 
WDNHQDVEHLQJLOOXVWUDWLYHRIDWUDQVIRUPDWLRQRI0RUWLPHU¶VUHSutation in 
Ireland. The petition presented by an unnamed petitioner, gave Mortimer the 
title of Earl of March and must therefore date to after the Salisbury parliament 
of October 1328 when he was granted this title. 99 It openly implicated 
Mortimer in the misdeeds and irregularities of Alexander Bicknor, archbishop 
of Dublin, during the final years of the reign of Edward II.100  Bicknor, who 
had been inaugurated as archbishop of Dublin in 1317, had as early as 1319 
been ordered to account for fraudulent practices as Treasurer of Ireland. Even 
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though he went on to join the forces of Isabella and Mortimer in 1326 and was 
present during the establishment of Edward III as guardian of the realm, he 
was never pardoned for his crimes in Ireland.101 The petitioner described how 
Mortimer had helped the archbishop to gain pardons (procurement le counte de 
la Marche de faire a luy de pardoun) for various offenses relating to financial 
GLVFUHSDQFLHVGXULQJ%LFNQRU¶VWLPHDV7UHDVXUHURI,UHODQGDQGIRUKLVDOOHJHG
irregularities as Justiciar of Ireland in 1318-1319.102 This suggests that at the 
time of this petition Mortimer was linked to anti-royal actions intended to aid 
his ambitions and consolidate his personal power. This petition was dated by 
Sayles to 1328, due to several entries in the records of the Close Rolls 
concerning Bicknor and his crimes.103 However, it might seem unlikely that 
the unspecified petitioner would accuse Mortimer of criminal actions (even in 
the past) when he was at the pinnacle of his power.104 But the petition does not 
mention Mortimer in the past tense, or give any other indicator of his death, 
suggesting a date before the end of the regency. However, this single petition, 
WDNHQDORQHFDQQRWFRQILUPDQ\PDMRUFKDQJHLQ0RUWLPHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQin 
Ireland at this time. But a search of the SC 8 series produced only eight other 
petitions which referred to both Mortimer and Ireland in the period 1326-1335, 
VXJJHVWLQJWKDW0RUWLPHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQKDGremained unchanged in Ireland, or 
that he was not guilty of actions needing redress through the petitioning 
process.105  
In 1328 a rumour had circulated that Edward II was still alive.106 
Although there is no evidence that Isabella and Mortimer allowed these 
rumours to flourish, it is perhaps no great speculation to suggest that they 
would have considered them  convenient, in order to further implicate, and 
ultimately remove, the irresolute earl of Kent (who had once again deserted the 
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new king in order to free his deposed brother).107 Ian Mortimer emotively 
described how he was captured, probably tortured, and finally executed, 
DFFXVHGRIWKHFULPHµRIWU\LQJWRUHVFXHDVXSSRVHGO\GHDGPDQ¶108 The 
petitions record the pleas of those accused and imprisoned for supporting the 
earl, with the petition of Bennett de Braham being a typical example.109 
Presented in 1330, Braham complained of having been taken and arraigned 
before John de Cauntebrigg for being an adherent of the earl.110 Ian Mortimer 
also named Braham as one of those indicted for his part in the plot but stated 
that he, along with many others, was never named by the earl of Kent. Rather, 
Ian Mortimer asserted that this was perhaps an example of Isabella and 
Mortimer having acted to round up those who opposed them, irrespective of 
their guilt.111 (GZDUG,,,¶VDIIHFWLRQIRUKLVXQFOHDQGKLVLQDELOLW\WRSUHYHQW
his execution, may have been the watershed moment that was to culminate in 
his final FRXSG¶pWDW against Mortimer in October of the same year.112 
,WPXVWEHFRQVLGHUHGKRZHYHUWKDW(GZDUG,,,¶VILQDOPRYHDJDLQVW
Mortimer was the culmination of a long-term plan to assert his majority rule. 
This is supported by the evidence of the pater sancte RUµKRO\IDWKHU¶OHWWHU
written in 1329 in response to the request of Pope John XXII that all 
correspondence from Edward III contain a code denoting that any letters were 
from the king (presumably to separate them from those sponsored by Isabella 
DQG0RUWLPHULQWKHNLQJ¶VQDPH113 This subterfuge supports the idea that 
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(GZDUG,,,¶VSODQVWRHQGWKHUHJHQF\SUHGDWHGWKHGHDWKRIWKHHDUORI.HQW
By 1330 the growing tension between the king and Mortimer manifested itself 
in what would be a final humiliation for Edward III. In October 1330, 
0RUWLPHUVXVSLFLRXVRIWKH\RXQJNLQJ¶VDWWHPSWVWRDVVHUWKLVDXWKRULW\
LQWHUURJDWHGPHPEHUVRI(GZDUG¶VSDUW\EHIRUHWKHJUHDWFRXQFLOLQ
Nottingham.114 This was a fatal error of judgement; Edward III finally struck 
against Mortimer. On the night RI2FWREHUDJURXSRI(GZDUG,,,¶V
OR\DOIROORZHUVHQWHUHG0RUWLPHU¶VFKDPEHUVLQ1RWWLQJKDPFDVWOHDUUHVWHG
him and returned with their captive to London.115 The next day, Edward III 
DQQRXQFHG0RUWLPHU¶VDUUHVWGHQRXQFHGWKHDFWVRI,VDEHOODDQG Mortimer 
PDGHLQKLVQDPHFRQILVFDWHG0RUWLPHU¶VQRWLQFRQVLGHUDEOHODQGVDQG
SURFODLPHGKLVGHWHUPLQDWLRQWRUHLJQLQKLVRZQQDPHZLWKµMXVWLFHDQG
UHDVRQ¶116  
 A parliament was announced on October 23, only days after 
0RUWLPHU¶VDUUHVWWREHKHOGDWWestminster in November of 1330, and 
0RUWLPHU¶VJXLOWZDVSURFODLPHGWKURXJKRXWWKHODQG117  The agenda of this 
parliament can have been in little doubt.118 Roger Mortimer was brought to 
trial on November 29, 1330, echoing the fates of both Lancaster and Despenser 
the younger, he was denied the opportunity to defend himself.119 A lengthy 
indictment was made against him, including the usual charges levelled against 
DOOµZLFNHGDGYLVRUV¶WKDWKHKDGGHQLHGWKHDXWKRULW\RIWKHQDWXUDO
counsellors of the Crown and XVXUSHGUR\DOSRZHUDORQJZLWKµPDQ\RWKHU
FDXVHVZKLFK>KDGQRWEHHQ@VHWRXW¶DWWKHWLPHautres causes qe ne sont pas 
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with all his heart to restore the tranquillity and peace of the Holy Church and of the 
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touz a monstrer a ore).120 This indictment at once exonerated the king from 
DQ\EODPHDWWDFKHGWRWKHUHJHQF\¶VWHUPRIRIILFHDQGUH-established the rights 
of his barons. 4XHHQ,VDEHOODDV(GZDUG,,,¶VPRWKHUSHUKDSVQRWVXUSULVLQJO\
was treated much more leniently, being allowed to go into semi-retirement. 
Significantly there was no charge made against Mortimer over their alleged 
adXOWHURXVUHODWLRQVKLSRWKHUWKDQWKDWKHKDGµVRZQGLVFRUG¶EHWZHHQ(GZDUG
II and his wife.121  
$OWKRXJK0RUWLPHU¶VIDWHZDVSHUKDSVDIRUHJRQHFRQFOXVLRQXQOLNH
the decision to depose Edward II, the removal of Mortimer and Isabella from 
their positions as regents can be shown to have been carried out both in and by 
parliament.122 (GZDUG,,,ZDVIRUFHGWRREWDLQSDUOLDPHQW¶VDJUHHPHQWWR
0RUWLPHU¶VH[HFXWLRQSHUKDSVDVDUHVXOWRIWKRVHRWKHUµKDOI-hearted trials, 
MXGLFLDOPXUGHUVDQGPREMXVWLFH«>WKDWKDGtaken place] with varying degrees 
RIEUXWDOLW\¶LQWKHSHULRGXSWR123  However, in a precedent set at the 
1322 trial of Thomas of Lancaster, Edward III merely recorded his knowledge 
RI0RUWLPHU¶VFULPHVKLVJXLOWDSSDUHQWO\EHLQJVRVHOI-evident that there 
DSSHDUHGWREHQRQHHGIRUKLPWRVSHDNIRUKLPVHOIDQGWKHSDUOLDPHQWµEHLQJ
WRRUDSLGWRDGPLWRIDVROHPQWULDO¶124 Mortimer was hanged on the common 
JDOORZVDPRVWLJQREOHHQGIRUWKHµ.\QJHRI)RO\H¶125 
During this parliament, which provided an example of what Fryde 
described as one of the exceptional successes of his reign, Edward III restored 
good relations with his magnates.126 He pardoned Henry of Lancaster, 
declaring that his absence from the Salisbury parliament of 1328 was a direct 
result oI0RUWLPHU¶VDFWLRQVKHDOVRLQVWLJDWHGGLSORPDWLFPRYHVWRJDLQWKH
FDQRQLVDWLRQRIWKHµPDUW\UHG¶7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU127 There was even the 
EHJLQQLQJRIDUDSSURFKHPHQWPDGHE\(GZDUG,,,WRWKHIDPLO\RIKLVIDWKHU¶V
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RZQµZLFNHGDGYLVRUV¶WKHWZR'HVSHnsers. Edward III pardoned the son of 
+XJK'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHUDQGDOORZHGKLVIDWKHU¶VERQHVILQDOO\WREH
gathered together for burial.128 This petition reveals that the obvious brutality 
and malice that Isabella and Mortimer had visited on the remains of Despenser 
the younger was in direct contrast to the attitude of Edward III to the remains 
of Mortimer.129   
0RUWLPHU¶VERG\ZDVFROOHFWHGE\ORFDO)UDQFLVFDQIULDUVDQGODWHU
transferred to Coventry.130  On November 7, 1331 Edward III ordered that the 
friars release the body to his widow for burial at Wigmore.131 A petition 
illustrates that this order was not carried out as, in September 1332, Joan, 
0RUWLPHU¶VZLGRZSHWLWLRQHGWKHNLQJIRUGHOLYHU\RI0RUWLPHU¶VUHPDLQVVR
WKDWKHFRXOGEHEXULHGµDPRQJVWKLVDQFHVWRUVDW:LJPRUH¶132 At this time, 
however, the king seems to have lost patience and refused, commenting that 
0RUWLPHUµVKRXOGUHPDLQLQSHDFH¶133 Why did Edward III deny this request? 
One argument, put forward by Dryburgh, centred on the fact that Queen 
Isabella had acquired the reversion of part of Coventry in a settlement of 1327 
which had been completed in 1330.134  7KHUHIRUH,VDEHOOD¶VLQIOXHQFHLQWKH
WRZQPDGHLWSRVVLEOHIRUKHUWRKDYHKHUORYHU¶VERG\µZKHUHVKHFRXOGJLYHLW
JUHDWHUGHYRWLRQ¶135 However unlikely it may seem that Edward III would 
FRQGRQHKLVPRWKHU¶VFRQWLQXHGSXEOLFOLQNZLWKWKHKDWHG0RUWLPHULQWKH
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ZDNHRIKLVGLVJUDFHDQGH[HFXWLRQ'U\EXUJKEHOLHYHGWKDWE\µDPRUH
FRQILGHQW¶NLQJPD\KDYHEHHQSUHSDUHGWRDOORZWKLV136  
0RUWLPHU¶VSRUWUD\DOLQWKHSHWLWLRQVFRQWLQXHGWRXQGHUJRVPDOO
negative, changes after his downfall. An example of this is a curious petition, 
brought by an unspecified complainant, dating to 1330.137 The petitioner 
protested against not only the actions of Mortimer but also the Earl of Kent and 
an undefined Despenser (almost certainly the younger), invoking the names of 
DOOWKUHHWRMXVWLI\DFFXVDWLRQVDJDLQVWWKHDFWLRQVRIµ-RKQ+DOWEHGH
*\SSHZ\]¶,SVZLFK138  This petition detailed a conspiracy by Haltbe 
WKURXJKµWKHSRZHURI0RUWLPHUDQGZLWKWKHDVVHQWRIWKH(DUORI.HQW¶
(SRHU«5RJHU0RUWLPHUGHODVVHQWOH&RXQWHGH.HQW) against, amongst others, 
William and John de Cleydone and Thomas la Rente, who it also names as 
being previously pursued by HaltEHWKURXJKµWKHSRZHURI'HVSHQVHUZKRVH
DOO\>+DOWEH@ZDV¶pover mounsire Hugh le Despenser qui alie).  Unlike many 
of the people named in the petitions, Thomas la Rente and John Haltbe are 
relatively easy to trace as they both played important roles in the politics of 
Ipswich. According to Alsford, in the late thirteenth and early fourteenth 
centuries, la Rente had dominated the borough administration of Ipswich until 
his death in 1323.139 Although Haltbe, the self-VW\OHGPDYHULFNµNLQJRI
,SVZLFK¶est appele roi de Gyppewyz parmy le pays), was initially a 
compatriot of la Rente, he can be shown to have profited from a change of 
allegiance to Despenser, leading to him being the chief beneficiary of a raid on 
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OD5HQWH¶VKROGLQJVLQ140 The nameless petitioner/s, who may well have 
been the two Claydones and/or la Rente, were clearly aware of current political 
events, including the fall and execution of both Edmund, earl of Kent and 
Roger Mortimer. Their use of the disgraced Despenser name was the final coup 
de grâce WRDGGWR+DOWEH¶VJXLOWDQGWKHUHIRUHEROVWHUWKHLUFDXVH7KLVSHWLWLRQ
VSRNHRSHQO\RI+DOWEH¶VDOOHJLDQFHWR0RUWLPHUDQGDIXUWKHUSHWLWLRQDOVR
dated to 1330, from William de Melton, archbishop of York, confirmed this 
adherence.141 The archbishop named Haltbe as one of those who had indicted 
him for conspiring with the Earl of Kent to free Edward II in 1328 (a deliverer 
le Roi Edward, pere nostre dit seignureur le Roi).  
Even though there had been a dramatic rise in petitioning with the end 
of the regency (see Graph 3.3), there were relatively few petitions that named 
Mortimer openly, even though, as a convicted and executed traitor, he would 
perhaps have been a tempting target for petitioners to exploit in their search for 
redress. One such petition, from William de Den in 1330, is illustrative of an 
DWWHPSWWRJDLQUHGUHVVIRUDFRPSODLQWDJDLQVW0RUWLPHU¶VVHUYDQWVGDWLQJ
from the period when the queen and Edward III were still in France.142 Stating 
that he had been responsible for having delivered a letter from Edward II to the 
queen, her son and the king of France, Den then accused Mortimer of having 
him imprisoned and his manors destroyed. The date of this petition suggests 
that Den was either afraid or unable to bring his petition whilst Mortimer was 
still in power. This complaint could be considered illustrative of Mortimer 
having followed an agenda of vengeance against those he perceived as working 
against him; but equally, it may be that Den was attempting to profit from 
0RUWLPHU¶VGRZQIDOO'HQ¶VSHWLWLRQZDVHQGRUVHGE\DJUDQWRIR\HUDQG
terminer to investigate the complaint, suggesting that such accusations against 
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Mortimer were not considered unwarranted. Another petition, brought by 
Alexander de Babeham in 1330-1331, perhaps illusWUDWHG0RUWLPHU¶VSRZHU
GXULQJWKHUHJHQF\ZKHQKHVXJJHVWHGWKDWDQDOOHJDWLRQZDVPDGHµWRWKHNLQJ
DQG0RUWLPHU¶DJDLQVW%DEHKDPsuggestion faite a notre seigneur le roi et a 
sire Roger Mortimer).143  
2WKHUSHWLWLRQVEURXJKWLQWKHZDNHRI0RUWLPHU¶VH[ecution were 
related to debts owed from the period of the regency. One such example is that 
of the Burgesses and Commons of Leicester who requested payment of a debt 
from when Mortimer had visited the town with the royal party.144  The wording 
of this petition is significant as it actively separated the actions of Mortimer 
from those of the royal household. By naming the two separately, the 
petitioners made their accusation directly against Mortimer, distancing the 
complaint from the queen. The petition was obviously composed when 
0RUWLPHU¶VFR-accused were still living, as the endorsement commented, rather 
chillingly, that they should have a writ against those who still survived (a ceux 
qui... en vie). This places the hearing of the petition to after the November 
parliament of 1330 during which Mortimer was tried and executed.  
Another example of debts accrued by Mortimer during the regency is 
that of Agnes de Dunlegh who complained in 1330 that Edward II had rented 
lands from her along the banks of the Thames in Surrey and made good any 
UHSDLUVWRWKHZDOOVRIµWKH>XQVSHFLILHG@WRZHU¶ZKLFKVKHVWDWHGKDGQRWEHHQ
carried out since his death.145 The petition was endorsed with the instruction 
that repairs be made forthwith. Thomas Hauteyn, a pepper-merchant from 
London also petitioned in 1330 for payment of a debt of £15 10s for sugar 
WDNHQIRUWKHNLQJ¶VXVHRZHGVLQFH146 His petition was also successful, 
with payment being duly made.147 An example of a petition which not only 
shows the need for the new regime to raise monies for the continuing Scottish 
wars at the beginning of the regency, but also illustrates the reportedly 
DYDULFLRXVQDWXUHRI,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHU¶VDFWLRQVZDVSUHVHQWHGE\$OXLQ
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de Revele Noir, a German merchant, in 1330.148 Revel Noir described how he 
had loaned 37 marks 11s. 4d. to Edward III, and therefore Isabella and 
0RUWLPHUµXQGHUWKHFRFNHWVHDO¶LQ149  5HYHOH1RLU¶VSHWLWLRQGHVFULEHG
DGHEWRZHGDVSDUWRIDIRUFHGµORDQ¶LPSRVHGRQDOOPHUFKDQWVLQYROYHGLQ
foreign trade.150 This and other similar petitions from various English, Irish 
and foreign merchants not only illustrate one of the common ways in which the 
Crown could raise monies without calling for payment of a tax, but how these 
µORDQV¶ZHUHWKHQUHQHJHGRQE\,VDEHOla and Mortimer.151 This is illustrated by 
5HYHOH1RLU¶VDVVHUWLRQWKDWKHKDGµLQGLYHUVHSDUOLDPHQWVE\GLYHUVH
SHWLWLRQV¶DWWHPSWHGWRJDLQDQGIDLOHGWRJHWUHFRPSHQVHGXULQJWKHUHJHQF\
All the petitions found in a search for records of such debts after the end of the 
regency were successful and received payment in full.152 This can be 
interpreted as either indicative of an acknowledgement by Edward III of the 
wrongs done by Isabella and Mortimer, or as a deliberate act to establish the 
\RXQJNLQJ¶VPDgnanimity to these influential foreign and English merchants. 
 
The next section considers what the petitions reveal about the attitude 
of the petitioners to Queen Isabella, asking whether she was in fact viewed as 
the she-wolf described in certain histories or merely a rejected wife, 
manipulated by the ambitious and unscrupulous Roger Mortimer. 
3.3 Queen Isabella 
 µ-H]HEHO¶µ6KH-:ROI¶RUµ)DLU\-7DOH3ULQFHVV¶"153 
 
Isabella, Queen of England has been most commonly associated with her 
VREULTXHWWKHµVKH-ZROIRI)UDQFH¶HDUQHGIRUKHUSDUWLQWKHGHSRVLWLRQDQG
murder of her husband and king, Edward II. Davies commented that she had 
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EHHQµQHJOHFWHGXQWLOWKHODVWFULVLVRIWKHUHLJQ¶EHFDXVHRIµWKHPLQRUSRVLWLRQ
VKHRFFXSLHG¶154 Until recently, therefore, ,VDEHOOD¶VUHSXWDWLRQKDGEHHQ
viewed through the brief period of the brutal removal of Edward II, whilst 
neglecting the impact of the nineteen years she had spent as Queen consort 
EHIRUHWKHGHSRVLWLRQRUKHUOLIHDIWHU(GZDUG,,,¶VFRXSDW1RWWLQJKDPLQ 
1330.155 Remedying this in 2012 the monograph by Benz St John considered 
Isabella along with the lives of her mother-in-law and daughter-in-law, the 
wives of Edward I and III.156 Benz St John not only discussed the expected 
role of the medieval queen but also the different ways in which the three 
women interpreted that role. This thesis adds WRRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRI,VDEHOOD¶V
UROHDVTXHHQDQGWKHµGLIIHUHQWSDWK¶VKHFKRVHWRWDNHLQRUGHUWRHVWDEOLVKKHU
changing reputation through the content of the petitions.157  
Graph 3.4 shows the distribution of the petitions relating to Isabella in 
the period 1320 to c.1335. Like those relating to the other characters, these 
LQFOXGHSHWLWLRQVWKDWUHODWHGLUHFWO\WR,VDEHOOD¶VDFWLRQVLQKHUUROHDVD
significant land owner and those that indirectly used her name to complain 
DERXWRWKHUV¶DFWLRQV%XWXQOLNHWKHRWKHUFKDUDFWHUVWKHVHSHWLWLRQVDOVR
include four very unusual petitions presented up to 1330 which were addressed 
to her in her own right or as joint addressee, and are discussed below.  
 
Graph 3.4: The Distribution of petitions directly relating to Queen Isabella, c.1320- 
c.1335. 
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Isabella, the twelve year old daughter of Philippe IV of France, had 
married Edward II in Boulogne on January 25, 1308.158 The newlyweds left 
France for England early in February, in time for their coronation on February 
25, 1308.159 ,WKDGEHHQDSROLWLFDOPDWFK,VDEHOODZDVDµPDWULPRQLDO
DPEDVVDGRU¶DµSHDFH-ZHDYHU¶WKHVHFRQGSDUWRIDWZRSDUWPDUULDJHSDFW
between England and France to seal an Anglo-French truce over the disputed 
duchy of Aquitaine.160 The day of the marriage was the first actual meeting 
between Isabella and her new husband, although their betrothal had first been 
brokered in 1299 when Isabella was just three years old. The betrothal was 
formalised in 1303 and again in 1305 and 1307, underlining its political 
importance to both the French and English.161 Isabella could therefore be 
described as having been associated with England virtually her entire life; but 
what do the petitions reveal about how Isabella was perceived on her arrival in 
England and her coronation as queen? 
 If one considers the twelve year period from her marriage in 1307 until 
1319, there are twenty-four petitions that can be shown to directly relate to the 
actions or personal concerns of Isabella. Of these, ten cover the period from 
c.1307 to c.1314, four of which cannot be dated any more accurately than the 
years between c.1300 and c.1327. As there was no use of her personal name in 
these ten petitions, merely referring to her as the queen, there must be some 
hesitation in stating that the petitions related to Isabella at this time or to the 
ODWHUSDUWRI(GZDUG,,¶VUHLJQHTXDOO\LWFRXOGEHDUJXHGWKDWWKH\FRXld also 
have referred to her predecessor, Margaret of France.162 This is a clear 
indicator that, in the early part of her reign, the insertion of her personal name 
did not have any political draw for those who wished to gain redress.163  
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It is perhaps not surprising that at the beginning of her life in England, 
at such a young age, there were relatively few petitions relating to Isabella 
personally.  However, equally, there are few petitions that mention Isabella in 
KHUVHSDUDWHDQGµDJH-IUHH¶FDSDFLW\DVTXHHQ164 The petitions presented up to 
1314 refer to Isabella as queen, but only indirectly through association with 
Edward II, with only a single petition relating to her directly in her capacity as 
queen.165 For example, the petition of the prior and convent of the hospital of 
Our Lady without Bishopsgate, dated to 1308, requested payment of debts 
RZHGE\µWKHNLQJKLVTXHHQ¶DQGµWKHNLQJ¶VIDWKHU¶166 Another example is 
the petition, dated to 1312, presented by Aleaume le Normant, burgess of 
$EEHYLOOHDQGPHQWLRQVDOHWWHUIURPWKHµNLQJDQGTXHHQ¶VHQWLQDIDLOHG
attempt to gain redress from the King of Spain.167 This king was probably 
Ferdinand the IV of Castile, due to the petition citing the northern Spanish 
ports of Santander, Castro-Urdiales and Laredo.168 Neither of these petitions 
has any recorded endorsement. The only petition that can be shown to be 
directly related to Isabella personally before 1315 is that brought by Edmund 
Maubaunk, acting as bailiff for the queen in the Honour of Eagle in Surrey, 
and is dated to 1314.169 Isabella is named formally throughout the petition as 
µPDGDPWKHTXHHQ¶madame la reygne). Maubank requested that the Sheriff of 
Surrey desist from interfering in the rights of the queen to collect scutage in the 
manor of Westcott, which made up part of the lands of John de Bohun, which 
had been granted to Isabella as part of his wardship in 1314.170 The 
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HQGRUVHPHQWJDYHLQVWUXFWLRQWKDWWKHVKHULIIVKRXOGDOORZµPDGDPWKHTXHHQ
DQGKHUEDLOLIIV¶WRFDUU\RXWWKHLUULJKWIXOGXWLHV7KHUH is no further evidence 
of petitions related to Isabella in this period. 
This lack of petitions may be accounted for in the first few years after 
her arrival in England by her youth. However, added to this was her status as a 
foreigner; specifically as the daughter of the King of France. That the French 
NLQJ¶VFROODERUDWLRQZLWKWKH6FRWVKDGDQHIIHFWRQWKHSHWLWLRQLQJUDWHLV
reflected in the number of petitions relating to the impact of the continuing 
conflicts with the Scots and the Gascon wars of the 1290s. Between 1300 and 
1307 there had been one-hundred and forty-seven petitions relating to Scottish 
incursions, sixty-four relating to the Gascon wars, and twenty-one which 
mentioned both. There had obviously been much hardship created by these 
hostilities, therefore it is likely that Isabella may have been met with mistrust, 
if not open hostility on her arrival in England.171 %XWLIWKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWV
ZHUHSHUKDSVZDU\RIKLVQHZTXHHQ¶VOLQHDJHWKHQWKLVZDVQRWUHIOHFWHGLQWKH
actions of Edward II whoKDYLQJPDUULHG,VDEHOODZLWKµJUHDWMR\DQGJUHDW
KRQRXU¶HWHVSRVDGDPH,VDEHOOHODILOOHOHURLGH)UDXQFHD«RYHMRLHHWRG
grand honurUHJXODUO\JUDQWHGODQGVPRQH\DQGRIILFHVDWKLVQHZZLIH¶V
request in the early years of their marriage.172 However, there does not appear 
to be any evidence in the petitions of Isabella having personally been involved 
in the running of these gifts.  
Although the function of the queen had traditionally included that of 
intercedent and a figure of mercy, being linked both ritualistically and 
SUDFWLFDOO\WRWKHµ4XHHQRI+HDYHQ¶WKHLQVWLWXWLRQVRIWKHPRQDUFK\GLGQRW
provide any formal role for the queen.173 Even though Musson has stated that 
PDQ\SHWLWLRQVSRUWUD\HGµWKHZRUNDGD\EXVLQHVV-like role of queenly 
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PHGLDWLRQ¶LWLVQRWHYLGHQFHGLQWKHSHWLWLRQVUHODWLQJWR,VDEHOOD174 However, 
what the petitions do show is that Isabella was the focus of petitions that 
requested justice from her directly.175 The first petition to be actively addressed 
to Isabella as queen, appealed to her to intercede with the king, and was 
presented in 1320. The petitioner, Hugh de Snyterby, of Kirton Lindsey, 
described himself as a tenant of the queen and appealed to Isabella to plead on 
his behalf to the king in order to obtain an order of oyer and terminer for an 
assault against him committed while he served as a constable of the peace.176 
However, Snyterby may have been aware that it was not necessarily a forgone 
conclusion that appealing through the offices of the queen was likely to receive 
a favourable response, as he presented another, very similar petition, almost 
certainly simultaneously, addressed directly to the king.177 That the two 
petitions were brought at the same time is clear from their enrolment in the 
records of the Michaelmas parliament of 1320 and the fact that there is 
evidence of Snyterby having been granted the oyer and terminer in October 
1320.178 However, even though the two petitions described the same 
complaint, when one compares them more closely, along with their 
endorsements, one becomes aware of differences between them. For example, 
in both petitions Snyterby accused John of Melton of having viciously attacked 
him, breaking his arms and legs (bruiserent jambes et braces), in revenge for 
him carrying out his duties as a constable of the peace. The difference between 
WKHWZRSHWLWLRQVLVIRXQGLQ6Q\WHUE\¶VWZRGHVFULSWLRQVRIZKDWKDGKDSSHQHG
after the attack. In his plea to the king he baldly described the assault, but in 
the petition addressed to the queen he added the information that he had not 
GDUHGWRVXHDJDLQVW-RKQRI0HOWRQGXHWRKLVKDYLQJWKHµDLGRIJUHDWORUGV¶
(mayntenonce de grantz seignours). What can explain this difference between 
the two petitions? One explanation may be that Snyterby could have been 
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XQZLOOLQJWRQDPHDUHWDLQHURIWKHVDLGVDPHµJUHDWORUGV¶LIWKH\ZHUHWKH
favourites of the king (feasibly the Despensers). Assuming that her dislike of 
the Despensers was publically acknowledged, this would also explain why 
such an accusation in a plea to Isabella would have been seen as likely to have 
SURILWHG6Q\WHUE\¶VFDXVH+RZHYHUWKLVWKHRU\DVVXPHVDVHSDUDWHKHDULQJRI
petitions addressed to the king from those addressed to the queen, with the 
possible anti Despenser sentiment of SnyteUE\¶VSHWLWLRQWRWKHTXHHQJRLQJ
unrecognised by the king. This idea is contradicted by Musson, who stated that 
WKHµOLQHVEHWZHHQWKHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHPDFKLQHU\RIWKHWZRUR\DOKRXVHKROGV¶
would have necessarily been blurred.179 The reason why Snyterby chose to 
appeal to the queen if there was such a blurring of the machinery of the royal 
KRXVHKROGVUHPDLQVXQFOHDU6Q\WHUE\¶VUHTXHVWWRWKHTXHHQZDVIRU
LQWHUYHQWLRQZLWKWKHNLQJDQGWKHHQGRUVHPHQWQRWHGWKDWµ+HQU\%HDXIL]
Henry Baiocis, Gilbert de TouGHE\«>ZHUH@WRKHDUDQGGHWHUPLQH¶+RZHYHU
WKLVHQGRUVHPHQWZDVSUREDEO\RQO\DEULHIQRWHRIWKHNLQJ¶VILQDOMXGJHPHQW
with a grant of oyer and terminer being granted by the king, dated October 18, 
1320.180  
Unlike her role as addressee in the petitionV,VDEHOOD¶VSRVLWLRQDV
political intermediary began in 1318 when, acting together with Humphrey de 
Bohun, earl of Hereford, she mediated between Edward II and her uncle, 
Thomas of Lancaster, which ultimately led to the Treaty of Leake.181 She also 
acted as arbitrator between her brother, Philip V of France and her husband in 
1320, when Edward II did homage to the French king for Ponthieu.182 The 
following year she was instrumental in brokering peace between the king and 
the barons, going down on her knees to beg the king to treat with his barons 
and not plunge the country into civil war. This enabled him to be seen to 
accede to her wishes and that of his people without compromising his royal 
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dignity.183 But when war followed, she again interceded between her husband 
and his barons after the battle of Boroughbridge.184 These actions, according to 
3DUVRQPDGHKHUDSRSXODUILJXUHRILQWHUFHVVLRQZLWKKHUKXVEDQG¶V(QJOLVK
subjects.185 But this is not reflected in the number of incidences of those 
atypical petitions addressed directly to the queen before the deposition.186 Of 
these, only one, dated to 1322, is an open plea to Isabella for direct 
intercession with the king. The petition brought by Joan de Knovill, pleaded 
for the release of her husband, Bogo (Bewes) de Knovill, from York castle for 
his part in the Lancastrian uprising.187  This petition raises a number of 
LQWHUHVWLQJTXHVWLRQVDERXW,VDEHOOD¶VUROHLQWKHPLQGRIWKLVSHWLWLRQHU)RU
example, why did Joan de Knovill choose to direct her petition to Queen 
Isabella rather than to the king; how did she think such a plea would benefit 
KHUKXVEDQG¶VFDXVHDQGZKDWGRHVWKLVWHOOXVDERXW,VDEHOOD¶VUHSXWDWLRQLQ
this period and how does it reflect her role as a woman and queen?  
-RDQGH.QRYLOO¶VSHWLWLRQIURPLts very beginning, was extraordinary. 
Whilst adhering to the basic petitioning format, Knovill nevertheless makes 
her petition distinctive by addressing Isabella in the same manner as that used 
IRUWKHNLQJQDPLQJKHUDVµRXUPRVWKLJKYHU\QREOHDQGYHU\SRZHUIXOODG\¶
(notre haute tres noble et tres puissaunt dame), suggesting that she considered 
Isabella to have the same rank and political power as the king.188 After this 
XQXVXDOLQWURGXFWLRQ-RDQGH.QRYLOOIXUWKHUHQKDQFHGWKHTXHHQ¶VSHUVRQDO
image by repeatedly referring to her as tres cher dame. Clearly Joan de Knovill 
felt that, in 1322, Isabella had significant influence in both her roles as wife 
and queen, irrespective of her apparent side-lining by the increasingly powerful 
Despensers. This is also reflected in the tone of the petition, which was plainly 
intended to create the impression of a direct and personal plea, not only from 
one wife to another, but perhaps from one enemy of the Despensers to another. 
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7KHIRUPHULGHDLVLOOXVWUDWHGE\.QRYLOO¶VHPSOR\PHQWRISHUVRQDODQG
SRVVHVVLYHWHUPVZKHQGHVFULELQJKHUKXVEDQGIRUH[DPSOHµmy lord who is 
LPSULVRQHG«¶PRQVHLJQHXUTXLHVWHQSLULVRQHU«) and DJDLQLQWKHSHWLWLRQ¶V
final appeal which requested that Isabella show pity for both her husband and 
herself (pite de nousDJDLQWKHXVHRIWKHSRVVHVVLYHµXV¶HVWDEOLVKLQJWKHWZR
Knovills as inseparable, emphasising that the outcome of the petition would 
therefore affect Joan as well as her husband.189   
The petition was endorsed by the command that the king himself would 
judge the case; which may be indicative of Isabella having intended to present 
the case to the king personally, and it is possible that Isabella would have been 
aware of this petition.190  However, although it is clear that Knovill was 
eventually released (he was returned as a knight of the shire for Wiltshire in 
LWDSSHDUVWKDWWKLVPD\KDYHKDGOLWWOHWRGRZLWKKLVZLIH¶VSHWLWLon to 
Isabella, as it was part of the general annulment of fines and punishments made 
against those involved in the Lancaster uprising.191 There is also evidence that 
Knovill was still being pursued for the fine as late as 1325 when he petitioned 
twice to the king for permission to pay this fine by instalments. He was finally 
granted a pardon in 1326.192 It is interesting to note, however, when 
considering any lessening of the level of influence that Isabella had with her 
husband during the period immediately before her final departure to France, 
that Knovill was only able to finally gain full redress through the influence and 
intervention of Hugh Despenser the younger. The records of this judgement 
VWDWHWKDWµDWWKHUHTXHVWRI+XJK'HVSHQVHU¶.QRYLOOZDVWREH pardoned; an 
additional memorandum notes that the king had handed over the administration 
RI.QRYLOO¶VILQHWR'HVSHQVHUSHUVRQDOO\193  
2QHH[SODQDWLRQIRU,VDEHOOD¶VUROHDVDGLUHFWDGGUHVVHHLQWKH\HDUVRI
the Despenser ascendancy could be indicative oIWKHSHWLWLRQHUV¶DWWHPSWVWR
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bypass the influence of the Despensers over the king.194 The Despensers' 
position had been further consolidated when, in September 1324, with the 
worsening Anglo-)UHQFKUHODWLRQV(GZDUG,,KDGFRQILVFDWHG,VDEHOOD¶V
English lands and property and, on November 18, when the king had ordered 
that her household was to be governed by the Exchequer.195 The final affront 
for Isabella was the removal of their children from her care, the king placing 
them with Isabella de Hastings, a court favourite and, unforgivably, Despenser 
WKH\RXQJHU¶VZLIH(OHDQRU196 +RZHYHUKHUYDOXHDVLQWHUQDWLRQDOµSHDFH
ZHDYHU¶UHPDLQHGVLJQLILFDQW(YHQDVWKH(GZDUG,,ZDVUHGXFLQJKHU
household and removing her children, Isabella was sent to France to act as 
intercessor between the king and her brother, Philip V of France.197 Isabella 
had not returned to court by September 1325 when the future Edward III 
arrived in France to do homage as the newly created Duke of Aquitaine.198 
7KHµ6KH-:ROI¶5HWXUQV 
 
On September 24, 1326, Isabella, accompanied by her son Prince Edward, the 
duke of Aquitaine, John de Beaumont, the brother of the count of Hainault, 
(GZDUG,,¶VKDOI-brother, the earl of Kent, and Roger Mortimer, landed in 
England and marched with some element of a triumphal procession through 
                                                 
194
 The rarity of petitions addressed to the queen is highlighted through a search of the 
archive which provides only eighteen petitions where the queen is the addressee or 
joint addressee. 
195
 It must be noted that, in forfeiting her lands, Isabella was compensated by 2920 
marks a year for her expenses, therefore it must be considered as a political and 
personal DWWDFNUDWKHUWKDQDILQDQFLDORQH0HQDFKHµ,VDEHOOHRI)UDQFH4XHHQRI
(QJODQG¶S'DYLVThe Baronial Opposition to Edward II, p. 107; Rymer's 
Foedera, vol. 4, p. 85; CFR, 1319-1327, pp. 300-301; CCR, 1323-1327, p. 223; 
5DEDQµ(QJODQG8QGHU(GZard I and Edward II 1259-¶S 
196
 Doherty, Isabella and the Strange Death of Edward II, p. 80; Lanercost, p. 249; 
Vita Edwardi Secundi, p. 135. 
197
 Waugh, England in the Reign of Edward III, p. 12. Letters from Isabella to various 
nobles and µRXUEHORYHGNLQJ¶roi a nos chers) during her mission to France can be 
read in: Chaplais, The War of Saint-Sardos (1323-1325), pp. 198-200. 
198
 Phillips, Edward II, pp. 483-485; Chaplais, The War of Saint-Sardos (1323-1325), 
pp. 199-:02UPURGµ(Gward III (1312±¶ODNB&/RUGµ4XHHQ
,VDEHOODDWWKH&RXUWRI)UDQFH¶LQ&*LYHQ-Wilson (ed.), Fourteenth-Century 
England, vol. 2 (Woodbridge, 2002). FRUDQRXWOLQHRI,VDEHOOD¶VLWLQHUDU\VHH-
+XQWHUµ-RXUQDORIWKH0LVVLRQRI4XHHQ,VDEHOODWRWKH&RXUWRI)UDQFH¶
Archaelogica (1855), 36, 242-257. 
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England.199 Isabella met with little or no resistance. The two Despensers were 
captured and duly executed and Edward II taken prisoner.  
The first parliament after the invasion, instigated in the name of 
Edward III, was held in JDQXDU\EXWKDVEHHQGHVFULEHGDVEHLQJµKLJKO\
TXHVWLRQDEOH¶DQGHYHQµFRPSOHWHO\LOOHJDO¶200 However, contemporary 
accounts, keen to highlight the legitimacy of the newly established regime, 
recorded that it had been called with the consent of Edward II (est 
SDUOLDPHQWXP«SHUFRQVHQVXPHWYROXQWDWHP5HJLV), and the Flores 
Historiarum noted how parliament had been quick to accept the legitimate heir 
as king (ipsum juvenem edwardum in regem promtissime receperunt).201 The 
SROLWLFDOUHYROXWLRQKDGEHHQFRPSOHWHG(GZDUG,,,¶VµNLQJ¶VSHDFH¶ZDV
SURFODLPHGWKURXJKRXWWKHODQG(GZDUG,,¶VUHPRYDObeing a confusing 
mixture of deposition and abdication.202  
As the new king was not yet fifteen, it was decided that the reign was to 
be overseen by a regency.203 Although neither Isabella nor Mortimer was ever 
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 ,VDEHOODKDGEURNHUHGDPDUULDJHEHWZHHQKHUVRQDQGWKHFRXQWRI+DLQDXOW¶V
daughter, Phillipa, in exchange for continuing military support: %RWKZHOOµ7KH0RUH
7KLQJV&KDQJH¶LQ%HHPRoyal Minorities of Medieval and Early Modern England 
(London, 2008), pp. 498-504. 
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 The Modus Tenendi Parliamentum stated that the king must be present at 
SDUOLDPHQWµXQOHVVKLQGHUHGE\FRUSRUDOLQILUPLW\¶LQRUGHUIRULWWREHOHJDOModus 
Tenendi Parliamentum, p. 34; Phillips, Edward II, p. 513, n. 355; PROME 
µ,QWURGXFWLRQ¶WRWKH3DUOLDPHQWRI-DQXDU\. 
201
 Bermundeseia , p. 471; Flores Historiarum, vol. 3, 1265-1326, p. 235. 
202
 Fryde, The Tyranny and Fall of Edward II, pp. 176-9DOHQWHµ7KH'HSRVLWLRQ
and $EGLFDWLRQRI(GZDUG,,¶SS-6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV¶S
*'RGGµ3DUOLDPHQWDQG3ROLWLFDO/HJLWLPDF\LQ WKH5HLJQRI(GZDUG,,¶LQ'RGG
and Musson, The Reign of Edward IIS+DLQHVµ7KH(SLVFRSDWHGXULQJWKH
Reign of Edward II, p. 91; Haines, King Edward IIS&ODUNHµ&RPPLWWHHVRI
(VWDWHVDQGWKH'HSRVLWLRQRI(GZDUG,,¶S Rymer's Foedera, pp. 243-244; 
Ormrod, Edward III (2005), p. 9; M. Prestwich, The Three Edwards: War and State in 
England, 1272-1377, 2nd ed. (London, 2003), p. 87. The seventeenth-century writer J. 
Barnes, described one of several propaganda statements made at the time of the 
FRURQDWLRQRI(GZDUG,,,ZKLFKGHSLFWHGQRWRQO\WKHQHZNLQJ¶VDWWLWXGHEXWDOVRWKDW
of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer. It took the form of a medal struck for the 
coronation, which depicted the young king holding out his hands to catch a falling 
FURZQLWUHSRUWHGO\UHDGµ,GLGQRWWDNH,UHFHLYHG¶IURPDGHVFULSWLRQLQ-%DUQHV
The History of that Most Victorious Monarch, Edward III (Cambridge, 1688), in 
Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, p. 171. 
203
 BrutS%RWKZHOOµ7KH0RUH7KLQJV&KDQJH¶SS-94. The age of attaining 
adulthood for a king was seemingly one of political expediency rather than any other 
social or physical attributes, for example, Richard II who ascended the throne at the 
DJHRIZLWKQRDSSRLQWHGUHJHQF\&)OHWFKHUµ0DQKRRGDQG3ROLWLFVLQWKH5HLJQ
RI5LFKDUG,,¶P&P (2005), 189, 3-40, pp. 37-38. 
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part of this council, there is no doubt that they ruled, the Brut observed that the 
DXWKRULW\RIWKHFRXQFLOZDVVRRQE\SDVVHGE\µþe kyngus moder, Dame Isabel, 
DQGE\6LU¶5Rger þe Mortimer¶204  Although there was no precedent in 
English history for Isabella to become regent, in France the idea of a young 
NLQJ¶VPRWKHUDFWLQJDVUHJHQWZDVZHOOHVWDEOLVKHG 205 This may also explain 
why Isabella felt she could choose this unusual course, its misinterpretation 
becoming one of the foundations on which her portrayal as a woman keen to 
establish and exploit her own power was based. 
A petition, dating to c.1326-1327, illustrated the rapidity of this change 
in regime.206 The petition of Adam de Heseleye, vicar of Lincoln, 
demonstrating neither political forethought nor discretion, was drafted before 
the deposition and then hurriedly revised to reflect the change of monarch. 
This petition, requesting that the arrears be paid on a gift by Edward II of forty 
shillings to set up a chantry at Lincoln, stayed within the traditional format of 
WKHSHWLWLRQLWEHJDQZLWKDQDSSHDOGLUHFWO\WRWKHNLQJµa nostre Seigneur le 
roi¶LGHQWLILHGWKHSHWLWLRQHUPDGHDVWDWHPHQWRIJULHYDQFHDQGHQGHGZLth 
an appeal for redress.207 However, in the statement of grievance, where it had 
RULJLQDOO\QDPHG(GZDUG,,LQWKHSUHVHQWWHQVHµWKHSUHVHQWNLQJLV«¶le roi 
TRUHHVW«LWKDVEHHQVFRUHGWKURXJKDQGFOXPVLO\DPHQGHGWRUHDGµWKHNLQJ
of England, his faWKHU¶le roi de Engleterre son piere). The insertion of the 
WHUPµKLVIDWKHU¶ILUPO\SODFHGWKHUHLJQRI(GZDUG,,LIQRWWKHPDQLQWKH
past tense.208 This inelegant amendment could be explained in several ways, 
for example, it may indicate that the petitioning process was too expensive 
and/or too lengthy to warrant the petitioner paying for a revised draft; or 
                                                 
204Brut, pp. 254-&6KHQWRQµ(GZDUG,,,DQGWKH&RXSRI¶LQ-6
Bothwell, The Age of Edward III (York, 2001), p. 13; Mortimer was not a member of 
the initial council but it did include his retainer Oliver Ingham, a former lieutenant of 
Edward II and the Despensers, who had later given his loyalty to Mortimer: CCh.R, 
1327-1341, pp. 2-09DOHµ2OLYHU,QJKDP/RUG,QJKDPF±¶ODNB; 
2UPURGµ(GZDUG,,,-¶ODNB. 
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 0XVVRQµ4XHHQVKLS/RUGVKLSDQG3HWLWLRQLQJLQ/DWH0HGLHYDO(QJODQG¶S65; 
Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens, p.133. 
206
 SC 8/53/2607. 
207
 7KHUHDUHVHYHUDOYDULDWLRQVWRWKLVDGGUHVVIRUH[DPSOHµWRRXUORUGWKHNLQJDQG
KLVFRXQFLO¶a nostre seigneur le Roi et a soen conseil); for a discussion of the 
formulae behind the writing and presentation of the petitions, see: Dodd, Justice and 
Grace, pp. 279-316. 
208
 6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV¶S 
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conversely, that the scribe felt that this petition was easily amended, knowing 
that because the petition would be read to the court, the outcome would remain 
the same.209 If the latter is true then it indicates that the drafting of the petitions 
was not important to those, literally, hearing the petitions. This is supported by 
RWKHUSHWLWLRQVZKLFKVKRZHGDµEXVLQHVVDVXVXDO¶DWWLWXGHGXULQJWKHXQVtable 
SHULRGEHWZHHQ(GZDUG,,¶VFDSWXUHDQGWKHFRURQDWLRQRI(GZDUG,,,)RU
example, the petition of John Corbet and Henry de la Pomeray, securely dated 
through its inclusion in the rolls of petitions presented to the transitional 
parliament of January 1327, was presented as part of an ongoing inheritance 
dispute.210 Corbet and Pomeray felt no compunction in leaving their petition 
addressed to Edward II. This attitude is further highlighted by the petition of 
the prioress of Ankerwycke who complained of the actions of the elder 
'HVSHQVHUZKLFKWRRNSODFHµLQWKHWLPHRIWKHSUHVHQWNLQJ¶en le temps le roi 
qore est), who is further defined as Edward II when she spoke of these wrongs 
FRQWLQXLQJXSWRWKHWLPHRIKLV>'HVSHQVHU¶V@GHDWKet cel tort continua tainqe 
a sa mortFOHDUO\GDWLQJWKHSHWLWLRQWRWKHVKRUWSHULRGEHWZHHQ'HVSHQVHU¶V
execution in November 1326 and the parliament which began in January 
1327.211 
But do these examples reflect the effect these momentous events had 
RQWKHQHZNLQJ¶VVXEMHFts? Ormrod posited that the provincial petitioner 
would not have understood or felt the effect of the deposition, nor its 
theoretical implications.212 This is underlined in the petitions heard at the 
parliament of January 1327, when there is evidence that the petitioners were 
aware of the changed axis of power, but that there was some confusion as to 
what new conventions were to be followed.213  For example, a petition from 
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 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 292. 
210
 SC 8/18/875A. 
211
 6&6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV¶S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 2UPURGµEdward III¶2005), pp. 9-10. 
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 The original call for parliament was made in October 1326, to meet in December 
1326, but had been postponed: Phillips, Edward IIS6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG
5HDOLWLHV¶S)U\GHThe Tyranny and Fall of Edward II, pp. 176-206; Valente, 
µ7KH'HSRVLWLRQDQG$EGLFDWLRQRI(GZDUG,,¶SS-881. Petitioning in this 
parliament was at a much heightened level from previous sessions, which may well 
have been due to a gap between parliaments, the previous one being held over a year 
EHIRUHLQ1RYHPEHU3520(µ,QWURGXFWLRQ¶WRthe parliament of November 
1325. Indeed the records of the warrant notes implies that there had been little 
petitioning business done since the assembly of February 1324. For a graph detailing 
  151 
John de Beauchamp of Somerset, presented at the time of the deposition, 
although addressHGWRWKHµNLQJDQGFRXQFLO¶LQGLFDWLQJ(GZDUG,,ZDVDQ
REYLRXVDSSHDOWR,VDEHOODDQGWKHµ/RUG'XNHRI$TXLWDLQH¶214 In designating 
(GZDUG,,,DVWKH'XNHRI$TXLWDLQHWKHSHUVRQGUDIWLQJ%HDXFKDPS¶VSHWLWLRQ
clearly did not consider him to be king at this point, although he undoubtedly 
saw him as the focus of royal power.215  That the petition named Edward III as 
the Duke of Aquitaine, is also significant as it shows that either Beauchamp or 
the person responsible for drafting his complaint, had a level of political and 
social sophistication which allowed him to address Edward III correctly. 
(Edward III had not been created Prince of Wales, a title conferred for the first 
time in 1301, nor had he inherited the earldom of Cornwall which was also 
customariO\JLYHQWRWKHNLQJ¶VHOGHVWVRQ)216 %HDXFKDPS¶VSHWLWLRQGHVFULEHG
damages caused to his manor of Shepperton in Middlesex by Richard Broun, 
OHDGHURIWKHNLQJ¶VIRUFHVLQ0LGGOHVH[DJDLQVW,VDEHOODDQGµP\ORUGGXNHDQG
WKHHVWDWHRIWKHUHDOP¶mon seignXUOHGXF«HWOHVWDWGXURLDOPH). As Sneddon 
stated, with Edward II still ostensibly the king, the content of this petition, 
which clearly stated that it was the NLQJ¶V forces who were the enemies of the 
UHDOPZDVµVWURQJVWXII¶217 
That there was some confusion about who was in charge in this period 
is also illustrated in such petitions as that of Thomas de Everyngham who, in 
1326, showed a clear reticence in declaring to whom he was actually 
appealing.218 Covering all possibilities, he addressed his plea not only to the 
                                                                                                                                
'RGG¶VUHVHDUFKLQWRWKHYDOXHRIWKHHYLGHQFHRIWKHZDUUDQW\QRWHV'RGGJustice 
and GraceS6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV¶S 
214
 SC 8/32/1572; the dating of this petition is probably accurate due to the confusion 
in address and the obvious bias in the wording of the petition towards the new regime.   
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 Further suggesting that this petition can be dated to the parliament of January 1327 
and before the deposition. 
216
 2UPURGµ(GZDUG,,,±¶ODNB. 
217
 6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV¶S7KHHQGRUVHPHQWKRZHYHUGLGQRWWDNH
the controversial nature of the petitiRQHU¶VFODLPVLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQDVLWZDV
answered by a statement that Beauchamp should have a writ of trespass, in effect 
sending it back to the common law process.  
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 SC 8/46/2256. As this petition was dated to 1326 it was clearly presented in the 
periRGDIWHU,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHU¶VLQYDVLRQEXWEHIRUHWKHGHSRVLWLRQRI(GZDUG,,
indicating that it was presented outside of parliament. Not all petitions were presented 
formally through parliament, the opportunity to appeal directly to the king being 
exploited in the localities during royal visits. For a discussion of petitions submitted 
GLUHFWO\WRWKHNLQJ'RGGµ3DWURQDJH3HWLWLRQVDQG*UDFH¶ in Dodd and Biggs, The 
Reign of Henry IV. 
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NLQJEXWDOVRWR4XHHQ,VDEHOODµ(GZDUG'XNHRI*X\HQQH¶DQGµWKHLU
FRXQFLO¶219 However, the joint petition of Stephen de Malton and his wife 
Loretta, and a second, individual, petition from Loretta de Malton, both 
presented in 1327, and both DGGUHVVHGWRµWKHNLQJDQGFRXQFLO¶FRQWDLQHG
DFFXVDWLRQVRIZURQJGRLQJµE\WKHSRZHURIWKHNLQJ+XJK'HVSHQVHUDQG
5REHUW%DOGRFN¶220 /RUHWWD¶VSHWLWLRQZDVHQGRUVHGE\WKHLQVWUXFWLRQWKDWVKH
should have a writ of chancery, and the joint petition that they should sue at 
FRPPRQODZ7KDWWKHSHWLWLRQVGLGQRWPHQWLRQWKHµODWHNLQJ¶RUµWKHNLQJ¶V
IDWKHU¶LQGLFDWHVWKDWDWWKLVSRLQW(GZDUG,,ZDVQRWRQO\VWLOODOLYHEXW
remained on the throne. This created the unusual position of a petition that 
both appealed to, and at the same time brought an accusation against, Edward 
II.  
But the power of the Crown was firmly in the hands of Isabella and 
Mortimer. Proof of this was underlined by the petition of Robert de Sencler of 
Stone in Buckinghamshire, dated to 1326-1327.221 Again, although clearly 
addressing Edward II (Edward III being named as the Duke of Aquitaine), 
6HQFOHUFRPSODLQHGRIUREEHU\DWWKHKDQGVRIµ+DLQDXOWHUVDQG*HUPDQV¶
accompanying Isabella in pursuance of the enemies of the Crown (al heure qe 
madame la reine et monseigur le duc, ove les graunz Dengleterre et dautres 
terres estraunges pursueyent les enemys de la coroune).222 6HQFOHU¶VFODLP
made it clear that it was Isabella who was upholding the rights of the Crown, 
and that the supporters of (GZDUG,,ZHUHLWVHQHPLHVDJDLQµVWURQJVWXII¶ 
However, instances of petitions that were addressed directly to Isabella 
without a male co-addressee, even at the zenith of her power, appears to have 
been brief and the number few. Even at this time of political confusion and 
unrest, when the rightful king was still alive but no longer actively ruling, and 
later, when the regency had yet to be established, petitioners overwhelmingly 
directed their pleas to the king or to the king and council. There was only one 
petition that was addressed to Isabella individually during the period 1327-
                                                 
219CCR, 1323-1327, p. 614; Everingham had been pardoned as an adherent of Thomas 
of Lancaster in 1318: CPR, 1317-1321, p. 232. 
220
 7KHµZURQJGRLQJ¶UHIHUVWRWKHDFWLRQVRI(GZDUG,,¶VPHVVHQJHU-RKQGH
Waltham, who the Maltons accused of beating and imprisoning Stephen de Malton: 
SC 8/30/1475; SC 8/60/2968. 
221
 SC 8/74/3668. 
222
 Translation in: 6QHGGRQµ:RUGVDQG5HDOLWLHV¶S 
  153 
1330.223 However, this cannot be explained through the stringencies of 
diplomatic language, because, as has been discussed above, there had been 
petitions directed to Queen Isabella before the deposition. Neither can it be 
explained by it being more politic to address petitions to the king and/or the 
regency council before 1330, as there are no petitions addressed to such a 
ERG\7KRVHSHWLWLRQVDGGUHVVHGWRµWKHFRXQFLO¶RUµWKH NLQJDQGFRXQFLO¶
during 1327-1330 were no more prolific than those before the deposition.224 
This apparent reluctance to address petitions to persons other than the king 
perhaps reveals the wariness of the petitioners or their clerks as they attempted 
to avoid making a costly faux pas.  
2QHSHWLWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQZKLFKUHYHDOVWKHSHWLWLRQHU¶VFDXWLRXV
approach in his address, is that of the Dean of St Buryan in Cornwall, who 
appealed to Isabella, Edward III and the council.225 The petition is one of a 
number of petitions found relating to the much contested rights to the free 
chapel of St. Buryan.226 That the Dean chose to address both Edward III and 
,VDEHOODLQWKHHDUO\SDUWRI(GZDUG,,,¶VUHLJQLQGLFDWHVWKDWKHZDVDQ[LRXVWR
be seen to acknowledge her role in the political situation in his on-going fight 
to find redress.227 The final petition dealing with the case, presented in 1329, 
KDGKRZHYHUUHWXUQHGWRWKHPRUHXVXDODGGUHVVRIµWKHNLQJDQGFRXQFLO¶
missing out Isabella completely, perhaps indicating that at this late stage in the 
5HJHQF\,VDEHOOD¶VVWDQGLQJDORQJZLWKWKDWRI0RUWLPHUKDGEHHQUHGXFHG
and, significantly, that the petitioner was aware of it. This petition seemingly 
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 SC 8/41/2001. 
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 A search of TNA GDWDEDVHIRUSHWLWLRQVDGGUHVVHGWRµWKHFRXQFLO¶QRWLQFOXGLQJ
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 SC 8/33/1629. 
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 The petition is securely dated by its inclusion with a letter detailing her actions 
earlier in the reign: SC 8/33/1628. This dispute can be dated as having began as early 
as 1308. For other petitions regarding this issue: SC 8/110/5464, SC 8/334/E1119, SC 
8/205/10205, SC 8/169/8447, SC 8/92/4565, SC 8/318/E351, SC 8/91/4528, SC 
8/8/361, SC 8/257/12814.   
227
 It is tempting to suggest, as this and other petitions mentioning Isabella were 
presented in parliament, that she could have perhaps been present to hear them, if so 
this would constitute a truly landmark moment in the history of women. 
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provided redress for the Dean, with his being granted a full investigation into 
the complaints, and there being no further petitions relating to it recorded.228  
$QRWKHUSHWLWLRQDGGUHVVHGWRµWKHNLQJFRXQFLODQGWKHTXHHQ¶a 
nostre seigneur le roi et a soen conseil et nostre dame la roigne), only datable 
to c.1327-1330, is that of Thomas de Canvyle, regarding the manor of 
Bockingfield.229 7KDWWKLVµTXHHQ¶ZDV,VDEHOODLVFRQILUPHGE\KHUKDYLQJ
EHHQJUDQWHGWKHPDQRURIµ%RN\QJIROGH¶RQ)HEUXDU\DJUDQW
renewed April 3, 1330.230 Musson discussed this petition in his consideration 
of the role of queenship in petitioning, and commented that Isabella was 
VHHPLQJO\DGGHGRQWRWKHHQGRIWKLVSHWLWLRQ¶VDGGUHVVDVDQDIWHUWKRXJKW231 
However, this change in format may merely have reflected that Isabella was 
now the GRZDJHUTXHHQLOOXVWUDWLQJWKDWWKHUROHRINLQJ¶VPRWKHUZDVQRWRQO\
separate but subordinate to that of the reigning queen.  
Although Edward III did not put Isabella on trial, or openly criticize her 
at the end of the regency, his attitude to her had certainly hardened. He 
confiscated her lands and placed her jewels and other belongings in the Tower 
of London.232  ,WZDVQRWXQWLOWKHSRSH¶VLQWHUYHQWLRQLQWKDW,VDEHOOD¶V
GRZHUODQGVZHUHUHWXUQHGWRKHU(GZDUG,,,¶VGLVSOHDVXUHWRZDUGVKLVPRWKHU
is illustrated in a petition from Isabella herself. Presented at some point 
between 1332 and 1344, she asked for the removal of taxes from her lands in 
(OWKDPLQ.HQWZKLFKZHUHµQRZGHPDQGHGIURPKHU«EHLQJOHYLHGE\VHYHUH
GLVWUDLQWV¶233 There is no recorded endorsement for this petition; however, it is 
significant that she had to approach her son through the formal petitioning 
process to gain redress.  However, the change LQ(GZDUG,,,¶VDWWLWXGHWRKLV
mother would not have been known by the ordinary petitioner, and this is 
LOOXVWUDWHGLQWKHSHWLWLRQRIWKHµPHQRI&DUOLVOH¶234 It was dated to 1331 and 
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1330, pp. 525-526, CPR 1327-1330, pp. 215, 425, 426. 
229
 SC 8/38/1877. 
230
 CPR 1327-1330, pp. 67, 519. 
231
 0XVVRQµ4XHHQVKLS/RUGVKLSDQG3HWLWLRQLQJLQ/DWH0HGLHYDO(QJODQG¶S, 
n. 60. 
232
 Benz St John, Three Medieval Queens, p. 127. 
233
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DGGUHVVHGWRWKHµ&RXQFLORIWKHNLQJDQGRIWKHYHU\QREOH,VDEHOODTXHHQRI
(QJODQG¶counseil seignior le roi et de la tres noble dame Isabell regine 
d¶$QJHOWUH).235 However, this obsequious address, rather than being indicative 
of any residual power held by Isabella, was perhaps more to do with the 
SHWLWLRQHUV¶HDJHUQHVVWRJDLQWLPHWRSD\DQDOORZDQFHRZHGWRWKHGRZDJHU
queen.  
 By 1334 Isabella became involved in court life once more, and in the 
same year she was restored to her French lands of Ponthieu and Montreuil.236 
However, it must not be assumed that this was a show of filial devotion by 
(GZDUG,,,,WZDVKHVWDWHGµLQUHPHPEUDQFHRIWKHGLYLQH respect that sons 
VKRXOGUHYHUHWKHLUSDUHQWV¶DQGWKDWVKHVKRXOGEHVHHQWRKDYHUHJDLQHGµVXFK
LQFUHDVHRIKRQRXUDVEHFRPHVKHUHVWDWH¶237 In granting back her estates, 
Edward III appeased the pope and restored the integrity of the Crown of which 
Isabella, as dowager queen, was an essential part.  In time she regained her 
position as a useful, if less prominent, member of the court, with her French 
lineage continuing to prove advantageous to Edward III.238 Isabella's career as 
a useful diplomat and internDWLRQDOµSHDFH-ZHDYHU¶FRQWLQXHGXQWLOKHUGHDWK
in 1358. 
3.4 Conclusion 
How have the petitions added to our understanding of the careers and 
reputations of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer? Do they support the 
FRQFHSW0RUWLPHUKDYLQJEHHQWKHµJUHDWHVWWUDLWRU¶RU4XHHQ,VDEHOODWKHµQHZ
-H]HEHO¶RUWKHµVKH-ZROI¶"239 The first and most obvious result of this study is 
that Isabella and Mortimer were never the focus, either jointly or individually, 
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of a surge in petitioning against their actions, either during the period of the 
regency or in its aftermath (see Graph 3.2). There were two key factors that 
may have influenced this. Although Isabella and Mortimer are rightly 
considered to have acted as the de-facto rulers of the country by modern 
historians, contemporaneously, at all times during their regency, Edward III 
was considered to be in absolute power.240 The focus of a semi-theocracy, his 
right to rule was God given, perhaps making the petitioners unwilling to 
comment on the actions of his mother or her associate who were perhaps seen 
as extensions of this theocracy.241 Another factor perhaps restricting 
petitioning numbers was that the probability of the ordinary petitioner being 
aware of the internal discord between the king and his regents was small. In 
1330, when Edward III asserted his majority rule, the only public display of 
royal disfavour was the execution of Roger Mortimer, making him the likely 
target for any strategic use of rhetorical spin in the content of the petitions. 
Queen Isabella remainHGDOLYHDQGDVWKHNLQJ¶VPRWKHUDQGWKHGRZDJHU
queen, she was both an important figure within the royal family and the 
institution of the Crown. 
 The contents of the petitions show that in the period up to 1335, after 
Edward III had gained full control of his crown, Isabella was named a further 
sixteen times in the petitions.242  Of these, only one documented any negative 
comment regarding her actions, which was excused as having been through the 
LQWHUYHQWLRQRIDµPDOLFLRXVFRXQFLO>ORU@¶par malveis conseil), - a 
UHDSSHDUDQFHRIWKHµZLFNHGDGYLVRU¶243 This petition, presented in 1330 by 
John de Leyburn, a former Contrariant, requested the return of the castle and 
manor of Odiham which, he stated, he had been awarded by Queen Eleanor of 
Castile in the firVW\HDURI(GZDUG,¶VUHLJQ+RZHYHUKHKDGEHHQHMHFWHG
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from the castle and lands by Isabella, on the advice of a malicious 
councillor.244 7KHLGHQWLW\RIWKLVµmalveis¶FRXQFLOORULVQRWPDGHFOHDUEXWWKH
likelihood is that it was to be assumed to have been Mortimer. Both the 
petition and its endorsement illustrate that the blame for any wrongdoing 
during the years of the regency were to be placed on the shoulders of 
Mortimer. The petitioner accomplished this by isolating his accusation from 
Queen IsabelODE\WKHXVHRIWKHµZLFNHGDGYLVRU¶FRQFHSWDQGWKH
endorsement established that Isabella had retained her political position as the 
GRZDJHUTXHHQE\QDPLQJKHUDVµWKHTXHHQWKHPRWKHU¶la roigne, la mere), 
giving her title but distinguishing her froP(GZDUG,,,¶VTXHHQ3KLOLSSDRI
Hainault.   
If one then considers purely political motivations for the lack of 
H[SORLWDWLRQRI0RUWLPHU¶VQDPHWKHQ4XHHQ,VDEHOOD¶VVXUYLYDOPXVWKDYHKDG
some impact. To accuse Mortimer of wrongdoing was, by association, to also 
DFFXVH,VDEHOODWKHNLQJ¶VPRWKHUVRPHWKLQJWKDWWKHZDU\SHWLWLRQHUZDV
unlikely to do, given that a complaint against Isabella could also be seen as one 
XOWLPDWHO\DJDLQVWWKHNLQJ$VWKHIRUPHUNLQJ¶VZLIHDQGWKHQHZNLQJ¶V
mother she held a unique status, having access to both the person of the king 
and the institution of the Crown.245 It is also significant that there are no 
SHWLWLRQVWKDWRSHQO\OLQNHG,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHU7KDW0RUWLPHUZDVµWKH
lover of the queen and the master of the kiQJ¶amasius regine, magister 
Regis), if true, was never mentioned in the extant petitions. Even after the end 
RIWKHUHJHQF\SHWLWLRQHUVIROORZHGWKHRIILFLDOµOLQH¶HVWDEOLVKHGGXULQJWKH
trial and judgement of Mortimer, which did not mention Queen Isabella.246 
This again illustrates the political astuteness of the petitioners, as they chose 
QRWWRGHIDPHWKHPRUDOUHSXWDWLRQRIWKHNLQJ¶VPRWKHUDQGWKXVFDOOLQWR
TXHVWLRQWKHOHJLWLPDF\RI(GZDUG,,,¶VUHLJQ 
The second, and perhaps simplest, explanation for the lack of petitions 
against Isabella and Mortimer, either together or separately, is that they were 
not considered to be guilty of acts of perceived tyranny. This becomes more 
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likely when one considers that with the execution of Lancaster, and later the 
two Despensers, the Crown had indicated that any complaint against such an 
enemy was likely to be met favourably, illustrated in the influx of petitions 
against them.247 But in comparison to Lancaster and the two Despensers, the 
petitions mentioning Mortimer were few (see Graph 3.2). This is particularly 
VWULNLQJZKHQRQHOLQNVWKLVWR'RGG¶VZRUNRQJHQHUDOSHWLWLRQLQJWUHQGV
based on the evidence of the warranty notes, as one can see that the general 
petitioning levels reached a peak in 1330 with approximately four hundred and 
forty warranty notes having been identified in the period.248 This illustrates a 
wide-ranging rush to gain redress with the removal of the regency. Although, 
as appears to have been customary, there had been no official announcement of 
WKHFKDQFHWRSHWLWLRQWKHNLQJDW(GZDUG,,,¶VILUVWPDMRULW\SDUOLDPHQWWKHUH
is evidence of a large number of petitions that can be dated to this period.249 
There are complaints relating to the oppressive actions of the 
Mortimer/Isabella regime, but there were many more relating to older 
grievances, perhaps indicating a lack of petitioning business done in the period 
between the deposition of Edward II and the removal of Isabella and 
Mortimer.250 One petition, from the Prior and convent of Eye in Suffolk, which 
perhaps reflected this lack of petitioning opportunity, noted that they had 
DWWHPSWHGWRJDLQUHGUHVVERWKWKURXJKDSHWLWLRQWRSDUOLDPHQWDQGµRXWVLGH¶
parliament (auxi bien en parlementz come hors de parlementz), but with little 
success.251 This flood of petitioning in 1330 may therefore be indicative of an 
accumulation of unheard petitions submitted both during and between 
parliaments during the regency. It may have taken a period of two months to 
clear the backlog of petitioning business, with some cases carrying on until 
well into the following spring.252 There is evidence for this through those 
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petitions whose recommendations were not granted until May 1331 that had 
already been heard in parliament. For example, the complaint of Richard de 
Bromlegh, executor of Gilbert de Bromlegh, presented in 1330, was not dealt 
with until the following May.253  Again this is open to interpretation. For 
example, it could indicate that during the regency there had been a break in the 
availability of access to the NLQJ¶VMXVWLFH+RZHYHULWPD\DOVREHH[SODLQHG
E\WKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWVEHLQJXQZLOOLQJWRDSSURDFKWKHNLQJLQGLUHFWO\WKURXJK
the transitional regency of Isabella and Mortimer. 
 
0RUWLPHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQDVWKHµJUHDWHVWWUDLWRU¶PXVWEHUHFRQVLGHUHGLQ
view of the evidence of the content of the petitions. In the years leading up to 
his arrest and ultimate escape to France in 1322 he was depicted as an able and 
loyal servant of the Crown. His successful military career was reflected in his 
term of office as Justiciar of Ireland and was notably enhanced by his defeat of 
the Scottish invasion of Ireland led by Edward Bruce. That his reputation 
underwent a change in the aftermath of his arrest in 1322 is in line with the 
concept of the petitioners exploiting the political implications of naming an 
enemy of the king in their complaints. Although there is evidence that 
Mortimer exploited his position to accumulate both land and wealth during the 
regency, there is no indication in the petitions that he acted with arbitrary 
aggression against his tenants. He has also been portrayed as the µKynge of 
)RO\H¶JURZLQJYDLQLQKLVSRZHURYHU(GZDUG,,,EXWDJDLQWKHUHLVYHU\OLWWOH
evidence within the petitions to support this image.254 Neither do the petitions 
support the LGHDRI0RUWLPHUKDYLQJEHHQWKHµJUHDWHVWWUDLWRU¶DOWKRXJK
Mortimer was guilty of acting traitorously against Edward II, and if he did not 
act treasonously against Edward III, he was certainly guilty of lèse-majesté. In 
the reaction of the petitioners one sees an ability to recognise and consequently 
adapt their complaints to reflect the political situation of the time, moving from 
WKRVHSHWLWLRQVDIWHUZKLFKVXSSRUWHGWKHLGHDRI0RUWLPHUDVWKHNLQJ¶V
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enemy, to those which recognised his position as regent, to his finally 
EHFRPLQJWKHµZLFNHGDGYLVRU¶255 
,VDEHOOD¶VUHSXWDWLRQXQGHUZHQWDJUDGXDOEXWXQHYHQWIXOFKDQJHLQWKH
period before 1327, changing from that of a foreign princess to that of a loyal 
wife and queen, who used her unique access to the king to maintain her 
SRVLWLRQDVSROLWLFDOLQWHUFHVVRUDQGµSHDFH-ZHDYHU¶(YHQKHUDSSDUHQWO\
treasonous action of raising an invading army against her husband and rightful 
king, followed by his deposition and her (probable) involvement in his death, 
was not reflected in the content of the petitions. The petitioners remained 
steadfast in their loyalty to Isabella during her regency, and even after her 
µUHWLUHPHQW¶FRQWLQXHGWRJLYHKHUWKHUHFRJQLWLRQRIKHUSODFH as an important 
and influential member of the royal family.  
Although neither Isabella nor Mortimer ever achieved the level of 
veneration of Lancaster or the demonization of the Despensers, they can be 
shown to have been eager to profit from their positions of power. But the 
content of the petitions does not illustrate that they acted arbitrarily or 
tyrannously against their tenants. This suggests that their being labelled as the 
µJUHDWHVWWUDLWRU¶DQGµVKH-ZROI¶KDYHEHHQIXHOOHGE\WKHLUFRQWHPSRUDQHRXV
enemies, who were keen to maintain their own positions which perhaps were 
XQGHUWKUHDWIURP,VDEHOODDQG0RUWLPHU¶VDFWLRQVDVVHOI-appointed regents; 
and by the socialisation of both Victorian and modern historians who have not 
EHHQDEOHWRµILW¶,VDEHOOD into a social or political niche as she, along with 
5RJHU0RUWLPHUIROORZHGWKHLUµGLIIHUHQWSDWK¶256  
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CONCLUSION 
 
$OWKRXJKWKHPHGLHYDOSDUOLDPHQWZDVQHYHUDµSHRSOH¶VSDUOLDPHQW¶EXWRQH
ZKLFKVHUYHGµILUVWDQGIRUHPRVWWKHLQWHUHVWVDQGDJHQGDRIWKHNLQJ¶WKLV
thesis has concentrated on a vital aspect of parliament, the administration of 
MXVWLFHWRWKHµSHRSOH¶QRWDEO\WKHKHDULQJRISULYDWHSHWLWLRQV1 The meting out 
of justice remained, even in times of crisis, a vital part of the role of medieval 
kingship, with the petitioning process being a crucial element of that role.2 This 
thesis, having revisited the periods of political crisis and upheaval between 
1320 and 1335, has re-evaluated the evidence of the complaints found in the 
petitions.  It has illustrated that this source has an untapped potential to widen 
our understanding of this period. 
The examples discussed in Chapter One, even though only a small 
sample of the many petitions relating to Thomas, 2nd earl of Lancaster and the 
consequences of his rebellion and execution in 1322, have demonstrated that 
descriptions of his reputation in this source underwent a complete 
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ+LVSRUWUD\DODVDQDXWRFUDWZKRRSHQO\VXEYHUWHGWKHNLQJ¶V
right to deliver justice underwent a dramatic change in those petitions 
presented in the first years after his execution, to its having been not only 
acceptable, but advantageous, to openly admit to Lancastrian allegiance in the 
period of the minority of Edward III (and even to name him as seint Thomas de 
Lancastre).3  
It is easy to find examples in the petitions of the characteristics of 
Lancaster as described by his contemporaries such as his having been  
µDYDULFLRXV¶µQREOH¶µSLWHRXV¶DQGµSLRXV¶.4 But these characteristics were 
possessed by many members of the nobility of this period (including the king). 
5DWKHULWLVWKHFRQIOLFWLQJGHVFULSWLRQVRIKLVEHLQJFRQVLGHUHGDVERWKµOR\DO¶
DQGµWUHDFKHURXV¶E\ERWKKLVFRQWHPSRUDULHVDQGPRGHUQKLVWRULDQVWKDW
underlines the importance of the inclusion of the evidence of the petitions in 
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our knowledge of the earl. They reveal that Edward II not only condoned, but 
cooperated, with the petitioners to exploit the ruin of Lancaster's reputation to 
both legitimise the first execution for treason of a member of the royal family 
DQGH[FXVHKLVDQG'HVSHQVHUWKH\RXQJHU¶VH[SORLWDWLRQRIWKHH[WHQVLYH
confiscations following the failure of the rebellion. This leads one to the 
obvious conjecture that after the deposition of Edward II, Queen Isabella and 
Roger Mortimer had endorsed the rehabilitation RI/DQFDVWHU¶VUHSXWDWLRQWR
help establish the moral legitimacy of the regency. This in turn points to further 
questions regarding the veracity of the accusations contained within the 
petitions and the impartiality of the panels of triers responsible for dealing with 
them. For example, if the allegations made against Lancaster in the petitions in 
the period after his death were false why did the committees of triers seemingly 
not only accept them, but encourage them through positive endorsements? 
Conversely, if the accusations were true KRZZDVKLVµJXLOW¶DSSDUHQWO\
cancelled out in the period after the deposition, when his reputation can be 
shown in the petitions to have been not only rehabilitated but enhanced by 
claims of his sainthood? A consideration of the changing personnel of these 
panels of triers would have been invaluable in further confirming or negating 
the assumption of their political partiality. However, as discussed above, there 
is little extant evidence available to establish the identities of these 
individuals.5 Therefore the endorsements of the petitions stand alone as 
evidence of the changing official stance on the reputation of Thomas of 
Lancaster.6 
Chapter Two illustrated how the petitions contain a valuable source of 
evidence to further assess the alleged culpability of Hugh Despenser the 
\RXQJHUDQGKLVIDWKHULQWKHVXSSRVHGµW\UDQQ\¶RIWKHILQDO\HDUVRI(GZDUG
,,¶VUHLJQ)RUH[DPSOHWKHVHYHrity of the accusations made against the two 
Despensers could be interpreted as supporting the image of them as the 
tyrannous oligarchs depicted in both academic and popular histories. There are 
PDQ\DOOHJDWLRQVLQWKHSHWLWLRQVRIWKHWZR'HVSHQVHUV¶DJJUessive land 
acquisitions and incidences when they appear to have acted with greed, 
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violence and a total disregard for those that came within their sphere of 
influence. Despenser the younger has been shown to have been particularly 
eager to increase his lanGKROGLQJVDVKLVDEXVHVRIWKH/DVKOH\IDPLO\¶VULJKWV
to gain ownership of their estates, discussed above, have shown. Modern 
historians, such as Davies, described this as a µVKDPHOHVVSURFHHGLQJ¶7 But this 
must be seen as a modern interpretation of a case probably used 
contemporaneously as an accusation to further incriminate Despenser in the 
charges against him to force his exile in 1321. Although there seems to have 
often been a real basis to some of these complaints, there is also evidence that 
those SUHVHQWLQJSHWLWLRQVLQWKHILUVW\HDURI(GZDUG,,,¶VUHLJQZHUHZLOOLQJWR
use the notoriety that the two Despensers had garnered to further their own 
complaints.8  This evidence can be used to gauge the extent to which the 
petitioners exploited Queen IVDEHOODDQG5RJHU0RUWLPHU¶VKDWUHGRIWKHWZR
men, and to assess for how long these complaints held the potential for profit 
for the petitioners.  
However, the evidence is not as straightforward as one might expect. 
The overall trends of petitioning throughout the period do not necessarily 
support the tyrannous reputations of the two Despensers. For example, in a 
comparison between the numbers of those petitions complaining of the actions 
of Thomas of Lancaster with those against the two Despensers in the periods of 
their downfall it can be clearly demonstrated that the more notorious 
Despensers, in 1326/7, were the focus of far less petitions individually than 
Lancaster in the period following his execution in 1322.9 This may be 
explained through a comparison of the landholdings and royal lineage of the 
Earl of Lancaster compared with that of the two Despensers. Lancaster was not 
only a member of the royal families of England and France, he was also the 
most influential and land rich magnate in England next to the king.10 Although 
the two Despensers were undoubtedly keen to increase their land acquisitions, 
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wealth and status, with Seymour Phillips describing their landholdings as 
µYDVW¶WKHLUHVWDWHVZHUHVPDOOLQFRPSDULVRQWR/DQFDVWHU¶V11 Therefore the 
difference in the number of petitions presented against Lancaster and the two 
Despensers can perhaps be better explained by the extent of their respective 
landholdings and the numbers of individuals under their influence. It is rather 
the severity of the complaints contained in the petitions relating to the two 
Despensers which reveal the most about their individual reputations and are 
therefore more significant than the evidence of their numbers.  
Another factor which must be considered for the sudden rise in levels of 
petitioning relating to Lancaster and the Despensers in 1322 and 1326/7 is the 
receptivity of the king to complaints against them.  Both Edward II and Edward 
III were influenced by their closest advisors. In the reign of Edward II, after the 
removal of Lancaster, their bitterest enemy and critic, the Despensers, would 
have been eager for the king to support any justification for his removal. This 
study also re-evaluated the popular and non-VSHFLILFWHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶
which is based around the VLPLODULW\RIWKHWZRPHQ¶VJLYHQQDPH7KLV
revealed that in the petitions where both father and son were mentioned they 
were always individually identified. Therefore, the study of the content of the 
SHWLWLRQVKDVVKRZQWKDWWKHWHUPµWKH'HVSHQVHUV¶Goes not reflect the 
contemporary perception of the two men, and that the regular use of these 
terms has led to a compromised view of the levels of their individual influence 
and actions.   
Chapter Three discussed whether the petitions could be used to either 
FRQILUPRUQHJDWHWKHSRSXODUPRGHUQSRUWUD\DORI4XHHQ,VDEHOODDVDµVKH-
ZROI¶RUµ-H]HEHO¶12 The modern depiction of Queen Isabella as a new Jezebel 
was almost certainly based on her infidelity and her decision not to return to 
her husband; the label RIµVKH-ZROI¶EHLQJDWWULEXWDEOHWRKHUDELOLW\QRWRQO\WR
raise, but to lead, an invading army and force the deposition of a king.13 This 
has left us with a subjective and problematic image of a woman who, because 
she did not conform to the accepted role of medieval womanly or queenly 
behaviour, has been the subject of many lurid and sensationalist claims, leaving 
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KHUZLWKµRQHRIWKHZRUVW>FKDUDFWHUVRUUHSXWDWLRQV@LQKLVWRU\¶14 However, 
the petitions do not support either depiction. She was never described as 
behaving in any way unbecoming as a queen or woman. Even after her removal 
as regent in 1330, unlike the other individuals discussed in this study, there is 
no evidence that her name was ever exploited in the petitions. This, coupled 
with the complete absence of any petitions that refer to her relationship with 
Roger Mortimer, may also call into doubt the popular image of her inspiring 
DQ\VH[XDOO\GHURJDWLYHVREULTXHWVVXFKDVWKHµQHZ-H]HEHO¶+RZHYHUWKH
absence of accusations of moral wrongdoing against Isabella in the petitions 
cannot necessarily be taken as evidence of her innocence, as there would have 
EHHQDGLVLQFOLQDWLRQWRFULWLFLVHWKHNLQJ¶VZLIHEHIRUH(GZDUG,,¶VGHSRVLWLRQ
and to complain against her during the regency.  
The continued lack of petitions which mentioned Queen Isabella in the 
period after 1330, when her position had become vulnerable is perhaps also 
LOOXVWUDWLYHRIDVLPLODUGLVLQFOLQDWLRQWRFULWLFLVHWKHDFWLRQVRIWKHNLQJ¶V
mother. Instead of supporting an image of Queen Isabella as the sexually 
dominant and politically proactive figure depicted by modern historians, the 
content of the petitions suggest that she inhabited a more traditionally accepted 
role of a medieval queen. They leave us with an impression of Isabella as one 
who had occupied the shadows of political life, but who had been boosted into 
a position of power, which nevertheless had not caused her to become a subject 
of complaint. The few petitions that addressed her directly in her role as queen 
being explained as aberrations brought about by the abnormal situation of a 
minority kingship. 
A similar study of her partner, Roger Mortimer, revealed that before his 
defection to the Lancastrian cause in 1321, he had been a trusted royal 
administrator, which, along with his successful military career, were 
considered to be exemplary. It was the betrayal of his allegiance to the king in 
1321 which had originally qualified him for accusations of having been a 
traitor. His subsequent alleged seduction of the queen, his role in the deposition 
of Edward II and the subjection of Edward III during the regency, has perhaps 
                                                 
14
 Davis, The Baronial Opposition to Edward II, p. 107. 
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IXUWKHUTXDOLILHGKLPDV,DQ0RUWLPHU¶VµGreatest 7UDLWRU¶.15  But, similarly to 
Queen Isabella, this study has shown that this image is not supported by the 
content of the petitions. Even after the Lancastrian rebellion, during the period 
of his imprisonment, when his name would have been susceptible to 
exploitation by any petitioner wishing to add weight to their complaints, there 
are surprisingly few examples of petitions directly related to him.  His 
reputation as a successful soldier and administrator in the period before his 
arrest and escape in 1322 only became tarnished in the content of the petitions 
presented during the lead-up to the deposition.  For example, his reputation in 
Ireland, where he continued to be held in high regard for his role in the defeat 
of the invasion of Edward Bruce, remained virtually unchanged during the 
regency and in the first years of the majority of Edward III, with the only 
examples of any negative references being presented during the period after his 
initial downfall in 1322.16  
In the aftermath of his execution in 1330, a period when there may have 
EHHQDQH[SHFWDWLRQIRUWKHSHWLWLRQHUVWRH[SORLW(GZDUG,,,¶VFRntinued hatred 
of him there were, again, few who accused him of wrongdoing. This could 
have several explanations. For example, it could be interpreted as indicating 
that the authors of the petitions, having weighed up the benefits of accusing 
Mortimer outright against those of implicating, if only by association, the 
NLQJ¶VPRWKHUGHFLGHGDJDLQVWQDPLQJKLP+RZHYHUWKLVOHDYHVRQHZLWKDQ
image of a swath of potential petitioners who dared not appeal to the king for 
justice for fear of implicating Queen Isabella. A more likely scenario is that the 
number of petitions which accused Mortimer of wrongdoing remained few due 
to his relative innocence compared to either Lancaster or the two Despensers. 
Another factor perhaps influencing the level of petitioning against Mortimer 
ZDVWKDWWKHDVVHUWLRQRI(GZDUG,,,¶VPDMRULW\UXOHZRXOGKDYHEHHQ
immediate; there would have been no public political crisis such as was evident 
after the rebellion and death of Lancaster in 1322, or following the deposition 
of Edward II in 1326/7. The only public demonstration of any crisis would 
have been the execution of Mortimer. Therefore the downturn in his reputation 
after his death at the hands of the king may have been expected to prompt those 
                                                 
15
 Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor, passim. 
16
 For a discussion of this petition, see section 3.2 of this study:  SC 8/104/5179. 
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petitioning to make use of this downfall, as has been shown with the other 
individuals in the study. That this did not happen indicates that there were 
relatively few complaints to be brought against him.  
Therefore this study of the contents of the petitions has led to a new 
understanding of Queen Isabella and Roger Mortimer. Their actions after their 
invasion, although certainly self-serving, cannot be shown to have been 
achieved by tyrannous actions against their tenants. A more unusual finding 
was that neither their act of heading an invading force nor their having deposed 
the rightful king was portrayed in the petitions as being treasonous. The rarity 
of petitions addressed directly to Isabella, as well as illustrating the role of 
queens at this time, also indicates that she was never regarded as anything other 
than the representative of the king, either as his wife or mother. Rather, she 
moved seamlessly from queen to dowager queen in the rhetoric of the petitions. 
Even more striking is the total lack of petitions addressed to Roger Mortimer, 
supporting the commonly held assertion that he had ruled from the behind the 
scenes of the regency.17 Even after his execution there were no petitions that 
criticised him for his apparent suppression of the royal Grace, or the concept of 
KLVEHFRPLQJµNLQJLQDOOEXWQDPH¶7KLVLQGLFDWHVWKDWWKHVHDFFXVDWLRQVPD\
either have not been generally known, or were added to the various chronicles 
and histories with political hindsight.  
This study has also demonstrated that the petitioners not only relied on 
but expected to achieve redress from the king for all manner of grievances. 
This was in direct contrast with the accepted ethos of the petitioning process, 
which stated WKDWDFFHVVWRWKHNLQJ¶VMXVWLFHZDVIRUWKRVHUHTXHVWVWKDWOD\
beyond the remit of the law courts.18 In reality the petitions can be shown to 
have encompassed many requests from those whose complaint did not fall 
within the remit of the king. The endorsements of these petitions show that 
they were regularly sent back to common law, perhaps indicating that this was 
VHHQE\WKHSHWLWLRQHUVDV\HWDQRWKHUIRUPRIUR\DOUHGUHVV7KDWWKHNLQJ¶V
subjects continued to use this opportunity to access the king for redress for 
these complaints suggests that this relationship was considered as a right and 
                                                 
17
 +DLQHVµ7KH(SLVFRSDWH'XULQJWKH5HLJQRI(GZDUG,,¶S Benz St. John, 
Three Medieval Queens, p. 140. 
18
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 2. 
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that there was an expectation of, and dependency on, the justice of the king. 
That the petitions were sometimes presented outside of parliament further 
illustrates WKDWWKHNLQJ¶VMXVWLFHZDVKHOGWREHDYDLODEOHDWDOOWLPHVDQGZDV
therefore above that of the existing legal system.  
Does this use of the petitioning system for complaints perhaps more 
usually dealt with through the common law courts reflect an inadequacy in the 
legal system? Not necessarily, rather it is indicative of a readily accepted 
freedom to petition the king. This has implications for our knowledge of how 
the king was viewed by his subjects. The petitions reveal a king that was not 
considered as a distant figure, remote to the lower echelons of society, but 
rather that the institution of the Monarchy had an obvious relevance for these 
petitioners. The king also benefited from this type of interaction, notably 
through an opportunity to project royal power at a local level through the 
personal invitation of the petitioner, allowing the Crown to scrutinise and 
intervene in the actions of the gentry and provincial government.19 The 
petitions underline the importance of this relationship, which saw the concerns 
RIWKHNLQJ¶VVXEMHFWVEHLQJPDGHNQRZQWRKLPDQGUR\DOLQWHUFHVVLRQ
available to all but the poorest of his subjects.  
The petitioning process remained active throughout this period, and 
royal authority and jurisprudence remained available regardless of the state of 
affairs between the king and his nobles. Even in the final years of the reign of 
(GZDUG,,µDSHULRGZKHQWKH&URZQ>ZDV@FRQVLGHUHGWRKDYHULGGHQ
URXJKVKRG¶RYHUWKHULJKWVRILWVVXEMHFWVWKHOHYHORISHWLWLRQLQJEXVLQHVV
remained strong, with the petitioners still expecting to be able to access and 
receive justice from the king.20 As Dodd commented, the petitions reveal a 
QHHGIRUµVWURQJDQGGHFLVLYHDSSOLFDWLRQRIUR\DODXWKRULW\¶DQGWKH
µUHFLSURFLW\XSRQZKLFKPHGLHYDOJRYHUQPHQWZDVIRXQGHG¶21 
To sum up, this thesis has illustrated a widespread political knowledge 
of those creating the petitions. This is indicative of an extensive dissemination 
                                                 
19
 +\DPVµ:KDW'LG(GZDUGLDQ9LOODJHUV8QGHUVWDQGE\
/DZ
"¶S'RGG
µ&URZQ0DJQDWHVDQG*HQWU\¶'RGGJustice and Grace, pp. 319, 322. 
20
 Ibid., p. 82. 
21
 Ibid., p. 319. 
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and understanding of current political and royal events in provincial society.22 
The changing depiction in the petitions of the characters studied in this thesis 
has also shown that the reputations of the main dramatis personae of the period 
remained fluid, and were at the mercy of political, social and regime change. 
The more usual route of considering the changes in the number of petitions 
presented during this period has been shown to be less illustrative of the 
perceived guilt of these five main individuals than the actual complaints of the 
petitioners themselves. This study has also suggested that the importance of the 
notion of a reciprocal king/subject relationship remained intact, and the 
GHPDQGIRUWKHNLQJ¶VMXVWLFHFRQWLQXHGWREHKLJKHYHQGXULQJSHULRGVZKHQ
the king was considered weak or when the Crown was under threat.  
 
An analysis of the petitioners has revealed few petitions from either 
women or poor and lower ranking peasants. This can be explained by the 
majority of the grievances of the poor falling within the scope of that 
µTXLQWHVVHQWLDOIRUXP¶IRUPLQRUORFDOdisagreements, the seigniorial and 
communal courts of the county, hundred, borough and vill.23 But Hyams 
EHOLHYHGWKDWLWZDVQRWXQKHDUGRIIRUWKHµSHDVDQWRIDPELWLRQ¶WRJRWRµVRPH
DSSURSULDWHIRUXPEH\RQGKLVKRPHPDQRU¶FRQFHLYDEO\WKHSHWLWLRQLQJ
process).24 This has been illustrated by the few instances of petitions from 
those of poorer social groups in this study. For example Robert Freeman 
complained between 1333 and 1334 that he could not pay a fine handed to him 
in the common law courts, it was endorsed with the instruction that he was to 
be pardoned due to his poverty.25 Nevertheless it remains clear that the poor did 
not use the petitioning process in any great numbers. This may well illustrate 
µWKHPRVWREYLRXV¶H[SODQDWLRQWKDWWKHVFRSHRIWhe jurisdiction of the 
SHWLWLRQLQJSURFHVVZDVILUVWDQGIRUHPRVWWRFRQVLGHUµWKHH[HUFLVHRU
malfunction of the NLQJ¶V ODZ¶ZKRVHUHPLW)UHHPDQ¶VFRPSODLQWIHOOZLWKLQ
rather than those complaints subject to the jurisdiction of the customary 
                                                 
22
 0DGGLFRWWµ7KH&RXQW\&RPPXQLW\DQGWKH0DNLQJRI3XEOLF2SLQLRQ¶pp. 27-43. 
23
 Hyams, µ:KDW'LG(GZDUGLDQ9LOODJHUV8QGHUVWDQGE\µ/DZ¶"¶, p. 72. 
24
 Ibid., pp. 74-75. 
25
 SC 8/47/2348. 
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courts.26 The lack of petitions from married women may be considered as 
mirroring the customs of the common law courts. To allow these women the 
right to instigate legal actions, particularly over land and properties which were 
considered as belonging to their husband, would have at best caused legal 
confusion, and at worst had the potential to destabilise both the common law 
and the gender customs of medieval society regarding women.27 This is an 
important point. Although the petitioning process was considered to be above 
that of the ordinary judicial system, it was nevertheless forced to implement 
GHFLVLRQVWKDWZHUHFRPSDWLEOHZLWKWKHSURFHVVRIWKHNLQJ¶VRUGLQDU\FRXUWV28  
However, when considering these petitions one must questions how far 
they reflect the experiences and demands of the wider community, and if those 
with power within these communities used this platform to further their own 
agendas. Historians such as Maddicott and Carpenter have disagreed over the 
role and importance of the community sponsored petition.  Maddicott who 
focused on the evolution and power of the county court, saw the community 
petition as a way to establish contact between the provinces and the Crown.29 
Carpenter dismissed the significance of the county petition, citing the 
ineffectiveness of the county court, stating that the community petition was a 
SURGXFWRIDQµHQYLURQPHQWFUHDWHGE\WKH&URZQ¶30 Dodd counterbalanced 
these arguments when he stated that it must not be assumed that the county 
court was the only venue in which county petitions could be drafted.31 This 
study has moved away from this typical example of focusing on the 
administrative evolution of local and central government and has shown that 
this type of petition, having an anonymous group nominator, was often used as 
DSODWIRUPIRUWKHJULHYDQFHVRIGLVFUHHWPHPEHUVRIWKHµPLGGOLQJVRUW¶RIWKH
counties, who may or may not have had the wider interests of their 
communities at heart.  
 
                                                 
26
 For a discussion of these courts see: +\DPVµ:KDW'LG(GZDUGLDQ9LOOagers 
Understand by 'Law'?¶passim. 
27
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, pp. 214-215. 
28
 Ibid., pp. 214-215. 
29
 Maddicott, µ7KH&RXQW\&RPPXQLW\DQGWKH0DNLQJRI3XEOLF 2SLQLRQ¶SS-43. 
30
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 256; &DUSHQWHUµ*HQWU\DQG&RPPXQLW\LQMedieval 
(QJODQG¶SS-348, 375-378. 
31
 Dodd, Justice and Grace, p. 256. 
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This study has shown that the records of the private petitions hold a 
valuable, if underexplored, level of evidence for the social and political 
responses to periods of perceived tyranny and crisis, as well as having the 
potential to reveal evidence of the more mundane and practical issues of 
everyday life and commerce. Through a detailed consideration of the evidence 
of the contents of the petitions in the period c.1320-c.1335 it has been shown 
WKDWµSHUVRQDOLWLHVPDWWHUHG«more than [the] abstract SULQFLSOHVRIUHIRUP¶
which have been the focus of so much historiography.32  
 
                                                 
32
 Prestwich, The Three Edwards, p. 100. 
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$33(1',;$ 
Petitions Used in the Study 
Introduction 
 
This appendix is intended to give the reader a convenient way to access basic 
information from the petitions used throughout this thesis. The appendix is 
split into three sections arranged by chapter. If a petition appears in more than 
one chapter it will be identified for each appearance. If a petition is noted NG   
this indicates that the petition was not included in the graphical representations 
used in this chapter. 
Dates: As recorded by the National Archives. 
Name:  
EL: Thomas 2nd earl of Lancaster 
DE: Hugh Despenser the elder 
DY: Hugh Despenser the younger 
UD: Unidentified Despenser  
Although the study considers the evidence for the identities of those petitions 
were a single unidentified Despenser is named, this appendix illustrates the 
identities as recorded in the petitions. 
I: Queen Isabella 
I/Q: Queen Isabella as addressee 
M: Roger Mortimer of Wigmore 
O: Other 
These petitions do not name the five main characters under discussion, but 
were included in the study as supporting evidence 
Categories of petition: Each entry is allocated a category for the type of 
complaint or request described in the petition. Where more than one category 
is used in a single entry then it refers to separate subjects found in the same 
petition.  
Petition Categories   
L = Land      
D= Debt      
J = Justice      
R = Rights/Grace     
M = Miscellaneous 
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Endorsement Type: The recorded answers, or endorsements, to the petitions 
varied enormously, from those petitions that had no recorded answer through 
to complicated instructions IRUWKHNLQJ¶VPLQLVWHUVDQGRIILFLDOV7KHVHKDYH
been given the following categories: 
Further Investigation: Petitions were often accompanied by the 
instruction for further investigation. This was often done through the 
main government departments. These have been designated: 
Ch = Chancery 
T = Treasurer 
Ex =Exchequer 
Denied/Granted: Petitions that were immediately granted or denied.  
Returned to the legal system: The many petitions that were referred 
back to the common law process are designated: 
CL = Common law,  
KB = .LQJ¶V%HQFK 
WT = Writ of trespass  
OT = Oyer and terminer  
S = Statute (Referring to the legal response to the aftermath of 
the rebellion of Thomas of Lancaster and the two Despensers). 
To Wait: Petitions for which redress was postponed.  
Heard by the King: Petitions designated as having been heard before 
the king (coram rege), before the king himself (coram ipso rege), or 
before the king and the Great Council (coram rege et magno consilo).  
Other petitions not recorded as having been heard coram rege, or any 
of its variations, but have sufficient evidence to indicate that they had 
been heard by the king, have also been included in this class. 
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$SSHQGL[$&KDSWHU7KRPDVRI/DQFDVWHU 
 
 
      ENDORSEMENT TYPE 
Petition Reference Date Name 
Complaint 
Type 
Further 
Investigation  
Returned to 
Legal 
System 
Immediately 
Granted 3or 
Denied ± 
No recorded 
response To Wait 
Heard by the 
King 
Damaged or 
Illegible 
SC 8/100/4952 1322-1327 EL L      3  3 
SC 8/103/5118 1322 EL J   CL    3 
SC 8/103/5124 1322-1327 EL J/L 3      3 
SC 8/106/5276 1322 EL Dt Ch          
SC 8/108/5398 NG  1324 O Dt/R/L 3      3 
SC 8/111/5546 1322 EL J 3       3 
SC 8/111/5549 1322- 1326 EL L     3    
SC 8/116/5791 1322-1326 EL L Ch      
SC 8/116/5794 1322-1327 EL M     3   3 
SC 8/117/5806 1328-1329 EL, I L Ch       
SC 8/117/5810 1322-1327 EL L     3    
SC 8/117/5812 1322 EL R/L 3      
SC 8/117/5815 1322-1327 EL J   WT     
SC 8/123/6103 1324 EL L        
SC 8/123/6108 1322-1327 EL, DY R   CL     
SC 8/123/6122 1322 EL L Ch      
SC 8/124/6151 1322 EL J Ch       
SC 8/126/6292 1322 EL L 3       
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      ENDORSEMENT TYPE 
Petition Reference Date Name 
Complaint 
Type 
Further 
Investigation  
Returned to 
Legal 
System 
Immediately 
Granted 3or 
Denied ± 
No recorded 
response To Wait 
Heard by the 
King 
Damaged or 
Illegible 
SC 8/127/6308 1322 EL J     3    
SC 8/127/6322 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/127/6348 1324 EL L Ch  
 
    
SC 8/129/6409 1322 EL L Ch  
 
    
SC 8/13/631 NG  1348 EL, DE L 3       
SC 8/132/6559 1322 EL M  CL     
SC 8/133/6639 1324 EL L Ch       
SC 8/135/6747 1330 EL,DE L   S     
SC 8/136/6762 1322 EL M      3   
SC 8/14/671 1323 EL, DY J   S     
SC 8/14/673 1327 EL, DE J   CL     
SC 8/14/674 1327 EL, UD L   CL     
SC 8/14/681 1327 EL,DE,DY L   KB/S     
SC 8/14/683 1330-1331 EL,DY L Ch        
SC 8/14/685 1327 EL L   CL     
SC 8/14/686 1327 EL J   CL     
SC 8/142/7095 1322 EL L        3
SC 8/143/7102 1324-1325 EL J 3 CL     
SC 8/144/7154 1324 EL L   CL     
SC 8/144/7193 1322 EL J 3       
SC 8/147/7326 1322-1327 EL J/L 3       
SC 8/148/7375 1322-1327 EL L Ch      3 
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      ENDORSEMENT TYPE 
Petition Reference Date Name 
Complaint 
Type 
Further 
Investigation  
Returned to 
Legal 
System 
Immediately 
Granted 3or 
Denied ± 
No recorded 
response To Wait 
Heard by the 
King 
Damaged or 
Illegible 
SC 8/148/7391 1322 EL L Ch      3 
SC 8/149/7433 1322 EL M Ch      3 
SC 8/149/7448 1327 EL J Ex CL     
SC 8/15/701 1327 EL,DE J   S     
SC 8/15/722 1327 EL,DE J    ±    
SC 8/15/731 1327 EL J   CL     
SC 8/15/732 1327 EL J   OT     
SC 8/15/741 1324 EL,DE,DY L   CL     
SC 8/151/7535 1322 EL J      3   
SC 8/152/7588 1322 EL M Ex/T        
SC 8/153/7636 1324 EL R        
SC 8/155/7730 1324 EL L 3       
SC 8/156/7760 1327 EL,UD J Ch       
SC 8/157/7819 1327 EL L Ch       
SC 8/157/7826 1324 EL L Ch       
SC 8/157/7833 1323 EL L     3   
SC 8/157/7840 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/158/7863 1322 EL L          3
SC 8/159/7936 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/159/7940 1327 EL,DY R          3
SC 8/16/786 1327 EL J   CL      
SC 8/16/789 1327 EL J Ch CL     
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      ENDORSEMENT TYPE 
Petition Reference Date Name 
Complaint 
Type 
Further 
Investigation  
Returned to 
Legal 
System 
Immediately 
Granted 3or 
Denied ± 
No recorded 
response To Wait 
Heard by the 
King 
Damaged or 
Illegible 
SC 8/16/793 1329 EL L Ch KB      
SC 8/160/7994 1334 EL L Ex/T       
SC 8/161/8023 1325 EL R     3  3 
SC 8/161/8037 1322 EL M     3    
SC 8/162/8066 1322 EL L      3  3 
SC 8/164/8155 1322 EL J/L        3
SC 8/164/8158 1327 EL,UD J/L Ch       
SC 8/166/8275 1335 EL Dt     3         
SC 8/167/8318 1327 EL M    3    
SC 8/167/8335 1327 EL,DY J   S     
SC 8/168/8384 1327 EL,DY L Ch       
SC 8/17/805 1329 EL L Ch       
SC 8/17/820 1329 EL,DY,I,M J/L   S     
SC 8/17/833 1327-1330 EL,DY,I J   WT     
SC 8/170/8471 1334 EL R Ch       
SC 8/171/8534 1327 EL,DY L   S     
SC 8/172/8561 1327 EL,DE L 3       
SC 8/172/8584 1322 EL L 3       
SC 8/173/8608 1322 EL L      3   
SC 8/174/8702B 1326 EL L 3       
SC 8/18/852 1322-1326 EL J   CL     
SC 8/180/8979 1330 EL,M R Ch       
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      ENDORSEMENT TYPE 
Petition Reference Date Name 
Complaint 
Type 
Further 
Investigation  
Returned to 
Legal 
System 
Immediately 
Granted 3or 
Denied ± 
No recorded 
response To Wait 
Heard by the 
King 
Damaged or 
Illegible 
SC 8/200/9974 1322 EL J/L      3   
SC 8/200/9993 1322 EL R       3   
SC 8/201/10031 1322-1327 EL,I J Ch/T       
SC 8/201/10041 1327 EL/UD L Ch      
SC 8/202/10068 1322 EL L             
SC 8/203/10122 1323 EL L Ch      3 
SC 8/203/10123 1322 EL L Ch      3 
SC 8/203/10126 1322 EL L 3      
SC 8/203/10136 1322 EL L 3     3 
SC 8/203/10147 1322 EL R 3      3 
SC 8/203/10150 1322 EL L Ch     3 
SC 8/204/10168 1322 EL L 3 CL     
SC 8/204/10197 1322 EL L Ch       3 
SC 8/205/10204 1322-1327 EL J 3        
SC 8/206/10277 1322 EL L        3
SC 8/207/10301 1327 EL,DY L Ch       
SC 8/208/10398 1327 EL,DE L 3       
SC 8/209/10420 1329 EL,DE L      3   
SC 8/234/11671 1325 EL J/L Ch      3 
SC 8/234/11674 1322 EL J Ch      3 
SC 8/239/11925 1327 EL,DY J/L      3   
SC 8/258/12855 1322-1327 EL M      3   
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SC 8/259/12909 1327 EL J Ch/E/T       
SC 8/259/12910 1327 EL,DY J/Dt 3      3 
SC 8/259/12930 1327-1330 EL,DY L 3      3 
SC 8/263/13101 1329 EL,UD L   S     
SC 8/263/13104 1331-1333 EL,M L       3 
SC 8/263/13119 1322-1327 EL M E       
SC 8/264/13172 NG 1324 O L 3       
SC 8/265/13215 1322 EL R      3  3 
SC 8/267/13315 NG 1327 I J      3   
SC 8/290/14494 NG 1327 DY Dt    3   3 
SC 8/294/14665 1327 EL L Ch            
SC 8/296/14788 1333 EL,DE J/Dt        
SC 8/3/127 1320 EL J Ch      
SC 8/30/1486 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/31/1513 1327-1328 EL L Ch       
SC 8/310/15465 1330 EL,I L     3    
SC 8/310/15469 1328 EL L     3    
SC 8/311/15502 1327 EL,DE,DY L Ch             
SC 8/311/15545 1327 EL L Ch       
SC 8/311/15565 1322-1324 EL R      3  3 
SC 8/319/E367 1310-1322 EL J      3  3 
SC 8/33/1612 1322 EL R/L Ch       
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SC 8/332/15784A 1327-1329 EL L        
SC 8/34/1676 1327 EL L   CL     
SC 8/34/1679 1327 EL,UD,I J/L  CL/WT     
SC 8/34/1684 1327 EL,DY R Ch/T       
SC 8/342/16127 1327-1335 EL L Ch       
SC 8/343/16152 NG 1330 O M 3       
SC 8/343/16155 1323 EL J/Dt Ch             
SC 8/35/1704 1331 EL R Ch      
SC 8/35/1716 1322-1326 EL L     3    
SC 8/36/1755A 1327 EL L Ch       
SC 8/37/1813 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/39/1927 1322 EL L 3     3 
SC 8/4/189 1322 EL L 3       3 
SC 8/4/192 1322 EL R 3      3 
SC 8/4/198 1322 EL J 3   3    
SC 8/4/200 1322 EL R Ch       
SC 8/41/2039 1328 EL L Ch       
SC 8/41/2044 1327 EL,DE L 3       
SC 8/42/2053 NG 1322 O L 3       
SC 8/46/2282 1322 EL J Ch      
SC 8/47/2307 1330 EL L Ch       
SC 8/47/2336 1322 EL R      3   
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SC 8/47/2339 1322 EL L       
SC 8/48/2360 1324 EL L Ch      
SC 8/49/2437 1327 EL,DE L     3    
SC 8/49/2438 1327 EL,DE L     3    
SC 8/5/201 NG 1322 O J     3    
SC 8/5/212 1322 EL Dt              
SC 8/5/214 1322 EL L    3    
SC 8/5/215 NG 1322 O L       3 3 
SC 8/5/218 1322 EL J Ch      3 
SC 8/5/219 1322 EL L 3       
SC 8/5/225 1322 EL J        3 
SC 8/5/228 1322 EL L 3     3 
SC 8/5/231 1322 EL L    3    
SC 8/5/232 1322 EL J/R 3       
SC 8/5/241 NG 1322 O L 3       
SC 8/5/249 1322 EL J/L/Dt Ch       
SC 8/5/250 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/53/2644 1327 EL,DE L 3       
SC 8/54/2679 1323 EL R 3        
SC 8/55/2704 1324 EL R Ch  3    
SC 8/55/2706 1327 EL J   CL     
SC 8/55/2750 1324-1325 EL L/R Ch   3    
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SC 8/56/2752 1322 EL,UD L Ch     3 
SC 8/56/2753 1322 EL L Ch CL     
SC 8/56/2754 1322 EL M Ex/T       
SC 8/56/2759 1327 EL,DY J 3      
SC 8/56/2759 1327 EL,DY J     3    
SC 8/56/2763 1323 EL R Ch       
SC 8/56/2764 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/56/2766 NG 1327 UD L 3       
SC 8/56/2768 NG 1330 O J/L/R/M Ex OT 3    
SC 8/56/2773 NG 1326-1345 O L Ch      3 
SC 8/57/2806 1328 EL L        
SC 8/57/2807B 1328 EL L      3   
SC 8/57/2827 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/58/2872 1322 EL L       3       
SC 8/58/2888 1322-1326 EL R/M      3   
SC 8/59/2938 1322 EL J   CL     
SC 8/59/2950 1322-1324 EL L   S     
SC 8/6/252 1322 EL J   WT           
SC 8/6/259 NG 1322 O M   S 3    
SC 8/6/263 1322 EL L         3 3   
SC 8/6/269A 1322 EL L        
SC 8/6/270 NG 1322 O L 3       
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SC 8/6/278 1322 EL L 3       
SC 8/6/290 1322 EL R Ch             
SC 8/6/291 1322 EL R/L Ch       
SC 8/60/2953 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/60/2955 1322-1330 EL L Ch       
SC 8/60/2961 1322 EL M Ch      3 
SC 8/60/2998 1324 EL J   WT     
SC 8/61/3022 1318-1323 EL,DY J   CL     
SC 8/63/3102 1327 EL J Ch/Ex/T       
SC 8/63/3112 1327 EL,DE R     3    
SC 8/65/3249 1322 EL J     3    
SC 8/65/3250 1322-1327 EL L Ch      3 
SC 8/66/3251 1324 EL J   CL     
SC 8/66/3283  1327 EL R        
SC 8/67/3302 1322 EL R 3       
SC 8/67/3328 1324 EL J   CL     
SC 8/67/3329 1324 EL J   CL     
SC 8/69/3406 1322-1327 EL,UD L Ch       
SC 8/69/3423 1322 EL L Ch             
SC 8/7/305 1322 EL Dt Ch             
SC 8/7/309 1322 EL L Ch       
SC 8/7/318 1322 EL L       3  
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SC 8/7/328 1322 EL J   WT     
SC 8/7/329 NG 1322 O J 3       
SC 8/7/336 1322 EL Dt       3 
SC 8/7/340 1324-1325 EL L      3  3 
SC 8/71/3533 1322 EL R      3   
SC 8/71/3544 1324 EL L Ch       
SC 8/72/3574 1324 EL J 3      3 
SC 8/74/3663 1323-1324 EL L 3      3 
SC 8/75/3711 1327 EL,DE J/Dt Ch/Ex/T   3    
SC 8/76/3760 1322 EL M 3       
SC 8/77/3833 1322 EL L 3       
SC 8/78/3866 1323 EL L Ch       
SC 8/8/366 1324-1325 EL R Ch       
SC 8/81/4004 1322 EL L 3        
SC 8/81/4006 NG  1322 O J 3       
SC 8/83/4108A NG  1318 EL J 3 OT     
SC 8/83/4136 1322 EL R Ch       
SC 8/90/4483 1327 EL,DY L   CL     
SC 8/91/4525 1322 EL Dt       3 
SC 8/91/4527 1326 EL L Ch       
SC 8/91/4529 1322 EL L        
SC 8/91/4532 1323-1325 EL L Ch      3 
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SC 8/92/4556 1322-1323 EL L      3   
SC 8/95/4737 1322-1327 EL R/Dt Ch      3 
SC 8/98/4856 1327 EL,DY J   CL     
SC 8/98/4881 1322-1323 EL L      3   
SC 8/99/4917 NG  1322 O M      3   
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SC 8/100/4979 1327 UD R Ch      3
SC 8/106/5262 1327-1330 UD,M M 3      
SC 8/106/5268 1323 DE J/L    ±       
SC 8/11/525 1332 DY L   S     
SC 8/11/537 1331-1334 DY Dt Ex             
SC 8/111/5536 1326 DY J    CL     
SC 8/111/5537 1328 UD L 3         
SC 8/112/5557 1331 DY J Ch/S        
SC 8/122/6099 NG 1324 O Dt/L Ch             
SC 8/123/6103 NG 1324 EL Dt/L    ±          
SC 8/123/6108 1322-1327 EL,DY R    CL     
SC 8/13/631 NG 1348 EL,DE L 3        
SC 8/135/6747 1330 EL,DE L   S     
SC 8/14/669 1327 DY L   CL     
SC 8/14/670 1327 DE L         3 
SC 8/14/671 1323 EL,DY J   S     
SC 8/14/673 1327 EL,DE J   CL     
SC 8/14/674 1327 EL,UD L   CL     
SC 8/14/675 1327 DE L        3 
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SC 8/14/681 1327 EL, DE,DY L    KB/S     
SC 8/14/682 1327 DY L 3Ch        
SC 8/14/683 1330-1331 EL,DY,M L 3Ch        
SC 8/14/695 1327 DY L    CL     
SC 8/14/696 1327 DY L    CL     
SC 8/147/7311 NG 1322-1327 O Dt/L   CL           
SC 8/147/7317 1327 DE J 3        
SC 8/15/701 1327 EL,DE J    S     
SC 8/15/703 1327 UD Dt    ±         
SC 8/15/712 1327 DY L 3        
SC 8/15/716 1327 DE L         3 
SC 8/15/722 1327 EL,DE J     3    
SC 8/15/727 1331 DE L 3Ch        
SC 8/15/730 1327 DE,DY L   CL     
SC 8/15/741 1324 EL, DE,DY L   CL     
SC 8/15/743 1333 DE J 3Ch/S        
SC 8/152/7578 1327 DE L 3        
SC 8/156/7760 1327 EL,UD J 3Ch        
SC 8/156/7774 1327 DE R 3Ch        
SC 8/156/7789 1327 DE,DY L 3Ch        
SC 8/157/7803 1327 DY J 3Ch        
SC 8/157/7805 1327 DE L Ch/Ex        
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SC 8/157/7830 1327-1337 DY L Ch        
SC 8/158/7861 1327 UD L 3        
SC 8/158/7879 1327 UD L Ch        
SC 8/159/7907 1327 DE L Ch        
SC 8/159/7909 1330 UD L 3        
SC 8/159/7915 1328 DE L 3        
SC 8/159/7940 1327 EL,DY R           3
SC 8/16/769 1326-1327 DE R      3   
SC 8/16/774 1327 DE R Ch      
SC 8/16/787 1327 DE L 3      
SC 8/16/788 1327-1328 DE L    CL     
SC 8/16/796 1327 DE L 3        
SC 8/160/7956 1327 DE,DY L 3        
SC 8/160/7975 1327 UD L Ch      
SC 8/160/7980 1327 DE L    CL     
SC 8/160/7986 1327 DY R 3             
SC 8/160/7988 1327 UD L Ch        
SC 8/161/8035 1327 DY R Ch            
SC 8/161/8045 1327 DE,DY Dt Ch/Ex/T             
SC 8/162/8054 1327 UD J Ch        
SC 8/162/8071 1330 DE,DY L 3        
SC 8/162/8084 1326 UD L Ch        
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SC 8/162/8098 NG 1328 DY L          3
SC 8/163/8102 NG 1330 O L Ch             
SC 8/163/8107 1327 UD L Ch        
SC 8/163/8132 1327-1339 DE,DY L 3         
SC 8/164/8158 1327 EL,UD J/L Ch        
SC 8/164/8173 1327 DY M Ex        
SC 8/164/8200 1327 DY L          3
SC 8/165/8212 1327 UD L Ch        
SC 8/165/8217 1327 DY L Ch        
SC 8/165/8240 1327-1330 DE L Ch        
SC 8/165/8242 1327 DY J       3   
SC 8/166/8282 1327 DY L      3   
SC 8/167/8306 1327 UD R Ch        
SC 8/167/8335 1327 EL,DY J    S     
SC 8/168/8374 1327 DE L Ch        
SC 8/168/8384 1327 EL,DY L Ch        
SC 8/168/8388 1327 DE L Ch        
SC 8/169/8415 1334 DE,DY J/L Ch        
SC 8/169/8437 1327 DY M Ch        
SC 8/169/8440 1327 DE,DY L Ch        
SC 8/169/8443 1327 DY M Ch        
SC 8/17/813 1328 DE Dt 3             
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SC 8/17/819 1327 DY J/L   CL  3   
SC 8/17/820 1329 EL,DY,I,M J/L   S     
SC 8/17/825 1327 DE L 3        
SC 8/17/830 1327 UD R Ch    3   
SC 8/17/832 1327 DY L 3        
SC 8/17/833 1327-1330 EL,DY,I J   WT     
SC 8/17/840 1327 DY L 3       
SC 8/17/842 1327 DE L 3       
SC 8/17/843 1327 DE L 3       
SC 8/17/844 1327 DE L 3      
SC 8/17/845 1327 DE L   WT     
SC 8/17/846 1327 DE L         3 
SC 8/17/848 1327 DE L  S     
SC 8/17/849 1327 DE J Ex      
SC 8/17/850 1327 UD L  CL     
SC 8/170/8461 1327 DE L Ch       
SC 8/171/8511 1327 DY L Ch        
SC 8/171/8531 1327 DY L Ch        
SC 8/171/8534 1327 EL,DY L   S     
SC 8/172/8558 1327 DE L Ch       
SC 8/172/8561 1327 EL,DE L 3       
SC 8/172/8573 1327 DE L        3
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SC 8/173/8609 1328 DY J/Dt      3   
SC 8/173/8631 1327 DY L Ch       
SC 8/174/8700  1328 DY L M       
SC 8/175/8723 1333 DY J      3   
SC 8/176/8753 1333 DY J     3   3
SC 8/176/8760 1329 UD L Ch       
SC 8/18/859 1327-1330 DY L   CL     
SC 8/18/861 1323-1327 UD J/L   CL     
SC 8/18/863 1327 DY J/L   CL     
SC 8/18/868E 1327 DY L Ch        
SC 8/188/9362 1321 UD L    ±     3
SC 8/195/9741B 1321 DE L       3  
SC 8/201/10041 1327 EL,UD L Ch      
SC 8/207/10301 1327 EL,DY L Ch        
SC 8/207/10304 1330 DY L   CL     
SC 8/207/10323 1333 DE L Ch        
SC 8/208/10398 1327 EL,DE L 3        
SC 8/209/10408 1327 DY M Ch        
SC 8/209/10420 1329 EL,DE L        3  
SC 8/238/11876 1331 DY J        3  
SC 8/238/11895 1328 UD L Ch        
SC 8/239/11925 1327 EL,DY J/L        3  
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SC 8/257/12839 1331 DE J 3         
SC 8/259/12910 1327 EL,DY J/Dt 3        3
SC 8/259/12930 1327-1330 EL,DY L 3        3
SC 8/263/13101 1329 EL,UD L   S     
SC 8/270/13479 1326-1327 DY L 3        
SC 8/279/13926 1330 DE J   S     
SC 8/290/14481 1327 DY L 3             
SC 8/290/14494 1327 DY Dt      3   3
SC 8/293/14641 1327 DY J/Dt Ch        
SC 8/294/14660 1327 DE L Ch        
SC 8/294/14675 1327 UD L Ch        
SC 8/294/14692 1327 UD L Ch     3   
SC 8/294/14694 1327 DY J 3        
SC 8/294/14695 1327 DY J Ch        
SC 8/295/14715 1327 DE L Ch        
SC 8/295/14716 1327 DY L Ch        
SC 8/295/14717 1327 UD L Ch        
SC 8/295/14720A 1327 DE L Ch        
SC 8/295/14720C 1331 DE L Ch        
SC 8/296/14788 1333 EL,DE J/Dt   CL     
SC 8/297/14819 1321-1327 DE L        3  
SC 8/30/1475 1327 UD,I J Ch        
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SC 8/30/1496 1327 DE L 3        
SC 8/307/15309 1326-1327 DY,I J  CL     
SC 8/310/15476 1327 UD L Ch       
SC 8/310/15484 1328 DE,DY L  S     
SC 8/311/15502 1327 EL,DE,DY L Ch            
SC 8/311/15528 1328 DY Dt Ex/T       
SC 8/311/15537 1331 UD R  KB     
SC 8/311/15555 1327 DE,DY L Ch        
SC 8/33/1640 1330-1331 DY L        3  
SC 8/33/1646 1327 DY L 3        
SC 8/33/1647 1324 DY L 3        
SC 8/34/1671 1327 UD J 3 CL     
SC 8/34/1679 1327 EL,UD,I J/L  CL/WT     
SC 8/34/1684 1327 EL,DY R Ch/T        
SC 8/34/1698 1327 UD L Ch/KB        
SC 8/35/1712 1327 DY J    ±     
SC 8/35/1726 1334 DE,DY Dt       3   
SC 8/36/1763 1322-1326 DY L Ch      
SC 8/36/1780A 1323-1327 UD L   CL     
SC 8/36/1782 1327 DE L       3 
SC 8/39/1931 1327 DY J   CL     
SC 8/41/2003 1327 DE,DY L  CL     
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SC 8/41/2044 1327 EL,DE L 3       
SC 8/42/2054 1322-1326 DE,DY L   CL     
SC 8/42/2096 1329 DE L        3 
SC 8/43/2106 1327 DE L 3       
SC 8/43/2107 1327 UD L   CL     
SC 8/44/2154 1327-1333 DY L    ±    3
SC 8/47/2303 1327 DY L/R   ±    
SC 8/48/2375 1328-1333 UD,M R 3        3
SC 8/48/2396 1327 UD,I L Ex        
SC 8/49/2437 1327 EL,DE L       3   
SC 8/49/2438 1327 EL,DE L       3   
SC 8/50/2473 NG 1315 DE R   CL     
SC 8/50/2485 1330 UD,M J/Dt T       
SC 8/50/2492 1322-1326 DE,DY L   CL     
SC 8/51/2507 1331 DY,M J        3
SC 8/51/2518 1327 DE,DY,M L   CL ±    
SC 8/53/2644 1327 EL,DY L 3        
SC 8/55/2749 1322-1326 DY Dt 3         
SC 8/56/2752 1322 UD L Ch      3
SC 8/56/2753 NG  1322 EL L Ch         3   
SC 8/56/2754 NG 1322 EL L Ex/T             
SC 8/56/2759 1327 EL,DY J 3      
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SC 8/56/2760 1327 DY J/L  CL     
SC 8/56/2766 1327 UD L 3       
SC 8/56/2781 1327 DY J Ch CL     
SC 8/57/2831 1320-1330 DY J   CL     
SC 8/57/2833 1320-1330 DY J   CL     
SC 8/57/2835 1326 DY J   CL     
SC 8/58/2871 1327 DE L    ±    
SC 8/59/2911 1327 DE L   CL     
SC 8/59/2918 1327 DE L   CL     
SC 8/59/2919 1327-1330 UD,I J   CL     
SC 8/59/2920 1327 DE J   CL     
SC 8/59/2947 1327 UD L Ch        
SC 8/60/2968 1327 DY J   CL          
SC 8/61/3022 1318-1323 EL,DY J   CL     
SC 8/63/3112 1327 EL,DE R      3   
SC 8/64/3160 NG 1328 O L 3            
SC 8/66/3265 1327-1333 DY Dt 3            
SC 8/66/3288 1327 DY J   CL     
SC 8/66/3289 1331 UD R      3   3
SC 8/66/3294 1327 DY J Ch       3
SC 8/69/3406 1322-1327 UD L Ch       
SC 8/70/3461 1327 DY L Ch       
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SC 8/71/3515 1327 UD L 3       
SC 8/71/3536 1327 UD L   CL     
SC 8/71/3547 1327 DE J Ex/T      
SC 8/72/3571 1327 DY J   CL     
SC 8/72/3572 1327 DY L   CL     
SC 8/73/3610 1333 DE L   CL     3
SC 8/74/3667 1334 UD Dt Ex       
SC 8/74/3668 1326-1327 UD,I J   CL     
SC 8/75/3711 1327 EL,DE J/Dt Ch/Ex/T    3   
SC 8/76/3796 1328 DE L Ch       
SC 8/77/3823 1327 UD J   WT     
SC 8/79/3938 1330 DE,DY J         3 3
SC 8/8/396 NG 1322 O L Ch             
SC 8/80/3972 1327 DY L Ch        
SC 8/81/4001 1327 DE,DY L   S     
SC 8/81/4003 1327 DE L Ch       
SC 8/81/4022 1327-1328 DY R      3  
SC 8/81/4050 NG  1315-1322 DE L 3       
SC 8/84/4152 1323-1326 DE,DY J   CL     
SC 8/84/4167 1327 UD J Ex/T    3   
SC 8/90/4483 1327 EL,DY L   CL     
SC 8/97/4815 1327 DY L    ±    
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SC 8/97/4831 1327 DY L Ch        
SC 8/98/4856 1327 EL,DY J    CL     
SC 8/99/4949 1327 UD M         3
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SC 8/103/5129 1324 I R Ch       3 
SC 8/104/5178 1332 M EL 3       
SC 8/104/5179 1322 M EL 3       
SC 8/106/5258 1330 I,M J   OT     
SC 8/106/5262 1327-1330 UD,M M 3      
SC 8/108/5381 1332 M EL     3    
SC 8/109/5430 1324 M J      3   
SC 8/11/529 1333 M EL Ch       
SC 8/11/542 1334 I J 3       
SC 8/11/546 1334 I Dt Ch             
SC 8/110/5455 NG 1302-1312 O R 3   3    
SC 8/110/5488 1330 I R 3       
SC 8/117/5806 1328-1329 EL,I EL Ch       
SC 8/120/5968 1327 I Dt Ex/T            
SC 8/123/6111 1324 I R Ch      3 
SC 8/123/6129 1330 M Dt     3         
SC 8/124/6154 1310-1322 I,M R     3    
SC 8/126/6299 1335 M Dt 3             
SC 8/128/6395 1324 M J 3      
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SC 8/128/6397 1324 M J 3      
SC 8/13/649 1331 M M/Dt/EL Ch   3    
SC 8/137/6827 1331 M EL   CL     
SC 8/14/683 1330-1331 EL,DY,M EL Ch       
SC 8/143/7117 1331 I EL     3    
SC 8/145/7234 1330 I J/EL   CL     
SC 8/15/724 1331 I R/EL T       
SC 8/15/729 1330 M EL Ch   3   3 
SC 8/152/7583 1333 M R 3       
SC 8/155/7726 1300-1325 I J Ch       
SC 8/157/7801 1331 I,M EL 3       
SC 8/157/7832 1330-1331 M J/EL Ch       
SC 8/158/7874 NG 1325-1350 I J T       
SC 8/159/7914 1330 I EL 3   3   3 
SC 8/161/8039 1330 I R    3         
SC 8/165/8204 1330 M M 3       
SC 8/167/8348 1330 M EL 3   3    
SC 8/17/815A NG 1327-1358 I R Ch/Ex/T      
SC 8/17/820 1329 I,M,DY J/EL   S     
SC 8/17/823 1331 I Dt Ex/T             
SC 8/17/833 1327-1330 EL,DY,I J   WT     
SC 8/170/8469 1330 M R 3       
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SC 8/170/8470 1330 M J   ±    
SC 8/173/8638 1332 M EL     3    
SC 8/176/8787 1327 I EL     3    
SC 8/176/8789 1331 I M     3    
SC 8/179/8929 1330 I J 3      
SC 8/18/851 1327-1330 I J   CL     
SC 8/18/858 1327-1330 I EL   CL     
SC 8/18/875A 1327 I EL      3 
SC 8/180/8979 1330 EL,M R Ch       
SC 8/181/9019 1328 M J      3   
SC 8/201/10031 1322-1327 EL,I J Ch/T       
SC 8/205/10205 NG  1308-1326 O R          3
SC 8/233/11637 NG 1330 O J 3             
SC 8/238/11877 1331 M EL     3   
SC 8/238/11895 1328 UD,I EL Ch       
SC 8/239/11946 1330-1331 I M Ch/Ex   3   3 
SC 8/248/12358 1332-1334 M EL      3   
SC 8/257/12803 1330 M EL 3       
SC 8/257/12814 NG   1329 O J 3       
SC 8/257/12832 1327 I J/R     3    
SC 8/259/12904 1328-1333 I EL    3    
SC 8/259/12934 NG 1332 O Dt Ch/E/T       
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SC 8/261/13035 1330 I EL    ±    
SC 8/263/13104 1331-1333 EL,M EL    ±   3 
SC 8/263/13145 NG 1325-1350 I R 3      3 
SC 8/264/13152 NG 1325 O EL      3  3 
SC 8/266/13294 1330 M Dt       3 
SC 8/267/13315 1327 I J      3   
SC 8/268/13375 NG 1309 O M      3   
SC 8/269/13425 NG 1328 O M 3       
SC 8/275/13705 NG 1325 O Dt 3       
SC 8/295/14726 1330 I EL Ch       
SC 8/295/14730A 1330-1338 M EL/Dt/R Ch/E/T  ±   3 
SC 8/297/14840 1330-1333 M R     3   
SC 8/30/1475 1327 UD,I J Ch       
SC 8/30/1496 NG 1327 DE EL 3       
SC 8/307/15304 1322 I/Q Dt T       
SC 8/307/15307 1326-1327 I/Q J   CL     
SC 8/307/15309 1326-1327 DY,I/Q J  CL     
SC 8/31/1514B 1330 M J/EL 3       
SC 8/31/1517 1330-1334 M Dt Ex/T       
SC 8/310/15465 1330 EL,I EL     3    
SC 8/310/15471 1333 M EL        3
SC 8/318/E328 NG  1308 I Dt      3   
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SC 8/318/E351 NG  1318-1319 O R      3   
SC 8/32/1572 1326-1327 I M   WT     
SC 8/325/E672 1316-1322 I M   ±    
SC 8/327/E807 NG 1312 I J      3   
SC 8/33/1629 1327 I R      3   
SC 8/33/1648 1323 I EL/Dt 3       
SC 8/331/15684 1330 M EL 3   3   3 
SC 8/334/E1119 NG  1308-1326 O R 3       
SC 8/339/15960 NG  1300-1315 I EL   CL     
SC 8/34/1679 1327 EL,UD,I J/EL  CL/WT     
SC 8/36/1784 NG 1331 O Dt Ex/T       
SC 8/38/1877 NG 1327-1330 O EL   CL     
SC 8/40/1972 1323 M R Ch       
SC 8/40/1975 1327-1335 M R Ch       
SC 8/40/2000 1307-1327 I J    ±    
SC 8/41/2001 1327 I/Q EL 3 CL     
SC 8/41/2050 1324 M EL Ch       
SC 8/42/2055 1334-1338 M EL Ch       
SC 8/46/2256 1325 I J/EL   CL     
SC 8/46/2277 1330-1331 M EL       3  
SC 8/48/2375 1328-1333 UD,M R 3      3 
SC 8/48/2396 1327 UD,I EL Ex       
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SC 8/5/208 1321-1322 I Dt 3            
SC 8/50/2481 1327-1330 M EL 3             
SC 8/50/2485 1330 UD,M J/Dt T       
SC 8/51/2507 1331 DY,M J        3
SC 8/51/2518 1327 DE,DY,M EL   CL     
SC 8/52/2551 1327-1330 M EL 3       
SC 8/52/2570 1330 M EL   CL     
SC 8/53/2607 1327 I Dt         3
SC 8/53/2645 1331 I,M J/R 3       
SC 8/55/2710 1317-1321 M EL 3       
SC 8/55/2731 1322 I J        3 
SC 8/58/2867 1330-1331 M EL 3       
SC 8/58/2899 1327 I J 3       
SC 8/59/2919 1327-1330 UD,I J   CL     
SC 8/6/255 1322 M R    ±    
SC 8/6/280 1321-1322 I Dt Ch             
SC 8/60/2968 NG 1327 DY J     ±         
SC 8/60/2995 NG 1314 I EL     3    
SC 8/61/3027  1332 M EL/M 3  ±    
SC 8/64/3179 NG 1307-1316 O EL     3    
SC 8/66/3286 1324 M EL 3       
SC 8/68/3382 1331 M EL Ch       
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SC 8/71/3507 1330 M J 3  ±    
SC 8/73/3648 1324 M EL       3  
SC 8/74/3652 1327 I EL     3    
SC 8/74/3668 1326-1327 UD,I J   CL     
SC 8/74/3669 1326-1327 I J/Dt   CL     
SC 8/77/3827 NG 1325-1375 O J Ch       
SC 8/78/3877 1327-1330 I M     3    
SC 8/79/3903 1331 I EL     3    
SC 8/79/3922 NG 1308-1309 O M 3       
SC 8/79/3925 NG 1307-1322 O R     3    
SC 8/8/361 NG 1325 O M     3   3 
SC 8/80/3981 1322-1331 M J 3       
SC 8/81/4011 1322 M EL 3       
SC 8/83/4125 1320 M EL Ch       
SC 8/87/4326 NG 1320 O J   OT 3    
SC 8/87/4327 1320 I J   OT     
SC 8/89/4407 1330 I,M J 3      3 
SC 8/90/4482 NG 1327-1332 O J 3       
SC 8/91/4528 NG 1322 O R 3       
SC 8/92/4561 1322 M J   OT     
SC 8/92/4565 NG 1318 O J 3       
SC 8/92/4566 NG 1330 O J   CL     
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SC 8/98/4852 1331 M EL      3  3 
SC 8/98/4880 1331 M EL/Dt Ex/T       
SC 8/99/4910 NG 1319 M R 3       
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The evidence illustrated in this appendix was gathered from the records of the 
parliamentary rolls as depicted in PROME. Unless otherwise stated, the ODNB 
was consulted to further identify the individual triers. 
    Parliament       
Name Ref. 
October* 
1320 
July** 
1321 
January*** 
1333 
English 
panel 
Wales, 
Ireland, 
Gascony 
etc. 
panel Position 
Edmund of London - 
chancery clerk  A  3 3  3 3 Receiver 
Adam of Lymbergh - 
Remembrancer of the 
exchequer   3 3  3  Receiver 
Robert of Bardelby    B 3 3  3 
Clerk of 
Chancery 
Henry de Cliff C 3 3  3 
Clerk of 
Chancery. 
Gilbert of Toudeby  D 3 3  3  Admin. 
Richard de Burton E 3 3   3  Admin 
Bishop of Worcester 
² Thomas Cobham   3 3   3 Church 
Henry of Canterbury F 3 3   3  Receiver 
Bishop of Bath and 
Wells ² John 
Droxford    3 3   3 Church 
Abbot of Ramsey ² 
Simon de Eye  G 3 3   3 Church 
Abbot of St Albans - 
Hugh of Eversden   H 3 3  3  Church 
Guy Ferre  I 3 3   3 Baron 
Walter of Friskney J 3 3   3  Admin 
Bishop of London ² 
Stephen Gravesend    3 3  3  Church 
William de Herle   3 3  3  Justice 
William of Herlaston K 3 3  3 3 Receiver 
Bishop of Chichester 
² John Langton    3 3  3  Church 
Jordan Moraunt L 3 3   3  Admin 
Bishop of Hereford ² 
Adam Orleton    3 3   3 Church 
John Somery  M 3 3  3  Baron 
Hugh de Courtenay N 3 3 3 3 3 Noble 
William Martin O 3 3 3 3 3 Baron 
Geoffrey le Scrope   3 3 3 3  Justice 
Richard de Grey  P 3 3 3 3 3 Baron 
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    Parliament       
Name Ref. 
October* 
1320 
July** 
1321 
January*** 
1333 
English 
panel 
Wales, 
Ireland, 
Gascony 
etc. 
panel Position 
John Stonor    3 3 3 3  Justice 
Sir Henry le Scrope     3 3  Justice 
Sir Richard of 
Aldborough     3 3  Baron 
Bishop of Norwich - 
William Ayermin Q   3  3 Church 
Sir Ralph Basset of 
Drayton     3  3 Baron 
Sir Thomas Bacon       3  3 Baron 
Sir Thomas de 
Bamburgh      3 3  Receiver 
Sir Thomas of 
Brayton     3  3 Receiver 
Bishop of Lincoln - 
Henry Burghersh  R   3  3 Church 
John of Blebury S   3  3 Receiver 
Sir William de 
Denum  T   3 3  Justice 
Sir Henry de 
Edwinstowe, clerk of 
parliament U   3 3  Receiver 
Sir Thomas de 
Evesham ² chancery 
clerk     3 3  Receiver 
Sir Geoffrey of 
Edenham, justices     3  3 Justice 
Bishop of Exeter - 
Grandison, John      3  3 Church 
Bishop of Ely - John 
Hotham      3 3  Church 
Archbishop of York 
² William Melton      3 3  Church 
Bishop of Chester, 
John Offord     3 3  Church 
Sir William la Zouche 
of Ashby      3 3  Baron 
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